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ABSTRACT 
Developing a Model for Understanding 
the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
(May 1986) 
Neil M. Yeager 
B.S., Central Connecticut State University 
M.S., Central Connecticut State University 
Directed by: Professor Sheryl Riechmann Hruska 
This study examines the perceptions of ten experts on the way 
participation effects developmental relationships (i.e., mentoring) in 
organizations. Each subject interviewed was an expert on either men¬ 
toring or participation, and had recently conducted research on either 
mentoring relationships or management theory in the past ten years. 
The ten experts were: Ken Blanchard, Arthur Eve, Grant Ingle, 
Kathy Kram, Daniel Levinson, Harry Levinson, Agnes Missirian, William 
Ouchi, Edgar Schein and Peter Senge. 
The principal outcomes of this research were: (a) summary and 
analysis of expert opinion on the relationship between mentoring 
and participation, and (b) a two-stage model for understanding the 
relationship between mentoring and participation. The data is 
presented highlighting the subjects' response to nine speculations 
on the relationship between mentoring and participation. The 
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speculations focused on peer versus hierarchical relationships, the 
importance of communication and networking abilities, changes in the 
nature of teaching and learning in mentoring relationships, multiple 
relationships versus single relationships, differences for men and 
women, and cross-gender relationships. 
Stage One of the model presents the Mentoring and Participation 
Matrix, which integrates Rensis Likert's four system model on organi¬ 
zational characteristics and Kathy Kram's model on functions of men¬ 
toring relationships. The matrix suggests a categorization of the 
types of mentoring functions likely to occur in each of the four 
systems, which exist on a scale from highly autocratic to highly 
participative. 
Stage Two of the model presents the Intentional Management 
typology of managerial styles. The model, based on the Mentoring 
and Participation Matrix and the data analysis, presents four 
different managerial approaches, Manager as Proprietor, Manager as 
Director, Manager as Facilitator, and Manager as Nurturer, each 
reflecting a different level of participation and a different 
extent of employee development. The model suggests that a key to 
effective management is the assessment of extent of employee partici¬ 
pation required and extent of people development desired to achieve 
a given managerial task. 
Implications for management, education and future research are 
provided. 
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DEVELOPING A MODEL FOR UNDERSTANDING THE 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MENTORING AND PARTICIPATION 
CHAPTER I 
Mentoring 
One of the ways in which American organizations perpetuate them¬ 
selves is through the movement of employees (until recently men) up 
the organizational hierarchy. The traditional practice of identifying 
high potential employees and nurturing their advancement within the 
company as opposed to bringing in outsiders allows for the perpetua¬ 
tion of the norms and particular perspectives of the leaders of that 
organization. This movement of employees up the hierarchy is 
dependent upon senior managers identifying and developing younger 
managers to replace them. In this system, sometimes referred to as 
the "old boy network" employees, typically young men, are coached, 
counseled, and sponsored into upper level positions by someone 
(typically an older man) in a senior position to them. 
Sometimes the relationship between the two men becomes more than 
utilitarian and professional; it develops personal meaning for both 
parties. An emotional bond grows between the two. This special 
relationship is known as a mentoring relationship. 
In recent years as more women move into managerial positions 
they too are involved in mentoring relationships. Research indicates 
that these relationships are in some ways similar to the mentoring 
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relationships of men, and are in some ways different (Missirian, 1980; 
Hennig and Jardim, 1977; Kanter, 1977; Kram, 1985). Agnes Missirian 
(1980), in her study of mentoring and female managers writes: 
One of the most significant findings is 
that the channel for advancement for men and 
women is different. Men who reach top management 
make their career climb up the line -- where power 
is inherent in the chain of command and is clearly 
defined. In contrast, women who reach the top 
management ranks made their career advances through 
the staff -- where power by definition is advisory, 
and therefore, is a function of personal influence -- 
a very tenuous kind of power at best (p. 51). 
As organizations change and adapt to new demands and new oppor¬ 
tunities, relationships in those organizations also undergo change. 
This study examines some of the organizational changes occurring and 
the implications of those changes on relationships in those organiza¬ 
tions . 
The Organizational Context 
To date, the examination of mentoring has occurred within the 
context of the traditional hierarchical organization. Therefore, 
discussion of its value has been considered within that framework. 
Many sources indicate that the American corporation is under 
going major change (Peters and Waterman, 1982; Naisbitt, 1982; Moss- 
Kanter, 1983). Perhaps the most heralded change is the movement from 
hierarchical structures to more participatory designs. This movement, 
to the extent that it is actually occurring, may have major implica¬ 
tions for the process of mentoring and the impact of the mentoring 
relationship on the changing roles of management. With the recency of 
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these shifting patterns, little is actually known about the implica¬ 
tions for mentoring and its importance. 
Purpose 
This study examines perspectives of experts in the fields of 
mentoring and participatory management for the purpose of creating a 
model for understanding the nature of the mentoring relationship 
within the context of participatory management. The experts were 
asked to address the ways in which they believe the emergence of 
participatory management influence the ways in which mentoring rela¬ 
tionships occur in organizations. From this expert data a theoreti¬ 
cal, conceptual framework was developed from which to consider the 
relationship between mentoring and participation. 
Among the issues considered were: 
Is participatory management perceived to affect the way mentoring 
relationships occur? 
Is the presence of participatory management seen to require or 
suggest the need for particular behavior on the part of would-be 
proteges in search of a mentoring relationship? 
Is the presence of participatory management perceived to require 
particular behavior on the part of managers wishing to act in a 
mentoring capacity? 
Is the presence of participatory management seen to create unique 
cultural/environmental factors within an organization that have a 
direct impact on the development of mentoring relationships? 
4 
Does the presence of participatory management have an impact on 
the way men and/or women get involved in mentoring relationships? 
The answers to these questions about the possible changes in the 
way mentoring relationships occur in the new participatory organiza¬ 
tional designs have broad implications. With the possibility that 
organizations are moving towards a greater valuing of the human 
resource comes the potential for a greater valuing of developmental 
relationships such as mentoring. Understanding the way these rela¬ 
tionships might occur in a climate of employee participation could 
lead to a greater understanding of how members of the organization at 
all levels, can function to insure that the personal developmental 
needs of all employees are being met. 
The Importance of Mentoring Relationships 
The importance of having a mentor has been acknowledged through 
research in the past ten years (Schein, 1978; Levinson et al., 1978; 
Hall, 1976; Missirian, 1980; Kram, 1985). The importance of being a 
mentor has also been elaborated and clarified (Schein, 1978; Levinson, 
1978; Klaus, 1981; Kay, 1982; Kram, 1985). To a lesser degree the 
impact of the presence of mentoring relationships on the organization 
has been explored. (Roche, 1979; Klauss, 1981; Fleishel-Lewis, Eve, 
and Bonar, 1982; Deal and Kennedy, 1982; Kram, 1985). 
The term mentor finds its historical roots in Homer's Odyssey. 
Mentor was a friend of King Ulysses. During Ulysses' absence, Mentor 
nurtured, protected and educated Ulysses son Telemachus. Mentor also 
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helped Telemachus negotiate the world around him, introduced him to 
other leaders, and helped him to find his rightful place. 
Since then the term mentor has taken on various meanings and 
seems to resist strict definition. Daniel Levinson (1978) writes: 
The mentor relationship is one of the most complex 
and developmentally important a man can have in early 
adulthood. The mentor is ordinarily several years older 
a person of greater experience and seniority in the 
world the young man is entering. No word currently in 
use is adequate to convey the nature of the relation¬ 
ship we have in mind here. Words such as "counselor" 
or "guru" suggest the more subtle meanings, but they 
have other connotations that would be misleading. 
The term mentor is generally used in a much narrower 
sense to mean teacher, advisor, or sponsor. As we 
use the term, it means all these things, and more 
(p. 97). 
In his study of mentoring and executives Gerard Roche (1979) 
reports that nearly sixty-five percent of the executives studied had 
mentors, and that those who did derived greater satisfaction from 
their work, earned more money, averaged higher percentage gains in 
bonus and total compensation packages, and were more likely to follow 
a career plan than those who did not have mentors. Seventy-three 
percent of the respondents who had a mentor claimed that having one 
had a substantial influence on their development of self, and seventy 
percent claimed that having a mentor had a substantial influence on 
development of their careers. This research suggests that mentoring 
plays an important role in the career and personal development of 
proteges. 
Research on the impact of mentoring relationships on the mentor 
(Levinson, 1978; Schein, 1978, Kram, 1985) suggests that mentoring 
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also plays a significant role for the mentor, particularly the person 
in mid-life transition. Edgar Schein suggests that the issue of 
becoming a mentor is one that senior managers inevitably have to face 
in mid-career. He writes (1978): 
As their careers progress and they define areas 
of contribution it is inevitable that others, especially 
younger people, will begin to look to older persons for 
guidance, leadership, support, help and sponsorship of 
ideas. This expectation on the part of younger less 
experienced employees will arise whether or not the 
mid-career person is in a formal supervisory role. He 
or she will be asked by new employees how to get things 
done, how things work, what the norms of the organiza¬ 
tion are, and so on (p. 177). 
Levinson points out that the transition from protege to mentor 
occurs when a man moves from being a part of the younger generation 
to being a part of the older generation, where he no longer has the 
luxury of looking towards older men and women for guidance and must 
now respond to the demands of the younger generation. Levinson (1978) 
sees this change as a great opportunity and a great challenge: 
Being a mentor with young adults is one of the 
most significant relationships available to a man in 
middle adulthood. The distinctive satisfaction of 
the mentor lies in furthering the development of young 
men and women - facilitating their efforts to form and 
live out their Dreams, to live better lives according 
to their own values and abilities (p. 253). 
Levinson goes on to discuss the balance a mentor must maintain 
between being a parent and a peer. He asserts that the mentor must 
be both yet not purely either one for if s/he is purely peer it is 
difficult to help the protege along towards his/her goal, and if 
s/he is purely parent it is difficult to develop the camaraderie that 
is essential to the successful mentoring relationship. 
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Mentoring and Organizations 
Although it is generally acknowledged that mentoring is a valu¬ 
able process for all involved, it is also generally acknowledged that 
mentoring relationships occur much less frequently than they might 
(Levinson, 1978; Kram, 1985). Since the data suggest that most 
mentoring relationships occur in the workplace (Roche, 1979; Dalton 
et al, 1977) it is reasonable to examine the nature of the work 
environment in order to understand to what extent the structure of 
the workplace contributes to or prevents mentoring from occurring. 
In looking at the relationship of mentoring to participatory 
management designs this study will examine the views of experts in 
the field on the possible benefits of the mentoring process on organi¬ 
zations utilizing participatory designs. However, attention must be 
given to what is known about mentoring in more bureaucratic organiza¬ 
tions to provide a context for the new perspective. 
Mentoring and Hierarchies 
To understand the benefits of mentoring to traditional hierarchi¬ 
cal organization we must look at the nature of those organizations and 
what needs of theirs are being met by the mentoring process. Kram 
(1985) suggests that the nature of traditional hierarchical management 
structures creates particular needs in regard to mentoring. 
The multiple levels of authority and position 
that characterize hierarchical organizations create 
different responsibilities and perspectives which 
shape relationships at work. First, these multiple 
levels create needs at lower levels for support, 
guidance, and sponsorship. Frequently, develop¬ 
mental relationships between junior and senior 
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managers provide the coaching, sponsorship, and 
visibility that is essential for career advance¬ 
ment (p. 16). 
At the same time that these hierarchical structures create the 
need for supportive relationships such as mentoring, Kram points to 
the work of Deal and Kennedy (1982) that suggests that these struc¬ 
tures create obstacles for the likelihood of mentoring relationships 
occurring: 
Multiple levels create peer and superior- 
subordinate relationships. While relationships 
with superiors are essential for development 
opportunities like sponsorship, coaching, and 
visibility, they are frequently viewed by indi¬ 
viduals at lower levels as inaccessible, 
uncomfortably evaluative, or to be approached 
with caution. The unequal distribution of power 
in the hierarchical structure interferes with 
the formation of supportive relationships by 
creating the belief that initiating relationships 
with higher level managers is in violation of 
organizational norms (p. 16). 
Kram also cautions about the misconception that mentoring is 
always a positive experience. She suggests that a number of variables 
in the workplace can influence the way potential mentors view the 
opportunity to mentor. She writes: 
Organizational factors can cause a mentor 
relationship to become destructive as well. If, 
for example, the reward system in an organization 
does not value people development and relation¬ 
ship building activities, mentors will be less 
inclined to provide developmental functions and 
may even feel burdened by the responsibility of 
the relationship. Or a senior who is passed over 
for a much wanted position may become depressed, 
hostile, and disinclined to counsel a younger 
colleague (p. 161). 
The literature suggests that the nature of hierarchical struc- 
tures creates obstacles that interfere with the development of 
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mentoring relationships. In light of the above discussion it is 
interesting to see how the interviewees in this study perceive the 
impact that the flatter hierarchies, more open channels of communica¬ 
tion, sense of community involvement, and the openness to change 
characteristic of participatory designs influence the development of 
mentoring relationships. 
Participatory Management: Emergence and Importance 
The emergence of participatory management as a key element in 
the ability of the United States to remain competitive in the global 
marketplace of the 1980’s is reflected in much of the current litera¬ 
ture addressing corporate survival. John Naisbitt (1982) tells us 
that evidence of the trend towards participation is reflected in every 
fabric of American life, from voting patterns to corporate decision 
making. Peters and Waterman (1982) tell us that the companies achiev¬ 
ing "excellence" in America rely heavily on employee participation for 
their success. Rosabeth Moss Kanter (1983) makes it clear that organi¬ 
zations that have exhibited the ability to master change do so by 
empowering their employees with decision making. 
Slowly the principles of employee participaton seem to be pene¬ 
trating the fabric of American business. A brief look at the evolu¬ 
tion of participatory management provides us with a backdrop for 
this study which examines the perceived impact of participatory mana¬ 
gement on the occurrence of mentoring relationships (see Chapter II 
for a more detailed review). 
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The first theorist to emerge with a theory on the relationship 
between management and worker was Frederick Winslow Taylor in the 
early 1900's. Taylor's bleak view of man as basically lazy and 
motivated only by external reward remained virtually unchallenged 
until the mid 1920's when Elton Mayo (1933) put forth the idea that 
paying attention to people would increase their productivity. This 
radical new approach was followed by Joseph Scanlon's model (1939) 
which was based on the idea that the worker was the expert and should 
be given some responsibility. 
In the early 1960's several major figures emerged that would 
have a lasting impact on the way management viewed workers. Douglas 
McGregor's The Human Side of Enterprise, with its Theory X and Theory 
Y espoused the belief that workers were indeed capable and in fact 
desirous of taking responsibility and performing optimally. Around 
the same time (1959) Frederick Herzberg's Motivational/Hygiene theory 
proposed that the presence of certain factors such as responsibility, 
recognition, and the opportunity for achievement motivated people 
while lack of salary and reasonable working conditions acted as 
inhibitors. 
Building on the work of McGregor and Herzberg, Rensis Likert pro¬ 
posed that organizations could be categorized into four categories 
ranging from extremely autocratic to extremely participatory. He 
maintained that research showed the more participatory ones to be more 
productive (1967). While support for participatory management was 
occurring in the United States, the socio-technical approach, that is 
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the belief that effective management involves the integration of human 
needs and technical needs was growing in Europe. 
In recent years countless examples of the positive impact of 
participation on productivity have been documented. Recent research 
(Simmons, 1982; Peters and Waterman, 1982; Ouchi, 1981; Pascale and 
Athos, 1981; Kanter, 1983) continues to support the notion that 
participation is an effective means of managing organizations. 
Mentoring Relationships and Participation 
Earlier in this chapter it was noted that while mentoring rela¬ 
tionships are generally considered valuable, it is also acknowledged 
that they happen fairly infrequently. In looking at the role of 
developmental relationships in American organizations, Pascale and 
Athos (1981) reflected on the tendency for American corporations to 
create barriers to the mentoring relationship: 
The tragedy in many corporations in America is 
that conditions are often unsupportive of constructive 
mentor-protege relationships or, worse, that the 
deck is significantly stacked againstthem. The 
individual orientation of Western Culture encourages 
people to look out for themselves, stay separate, 
and regard boss-subordinate relationships as pri¬ 
marily task oriented (p. 224). 
In contrast to the Western concept of the focus of office rela¬ 
tionships on the task at hand is the sempai-kohai (junior-senior) 
relationship in Japan. The sempai-kohai relationship can be likened 
to the mentor-protege relationship of American organizational culture. 
However, unlike its American counterpart, it plays a significant role 
in the lives of Japanese workers and is virtually an institution 
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in Japanese business. Pascale and Athos (1981) look at the difference 
between the sempai-kohai relationship and its American counterpart: 
The Japanese focus on the relationship, whereas 
the West's boss-subordinate terminology tends to 
focus on each individual in his role. The Japanese 
unabashedely acknowledge that the sempai-kohai 
relationship is made up of emotional as well as 
functionsl ties and they harness both. Senior 
and junior are seen as inescapably linked; one's 
failure or success necessarily affects the other. 
The sempai-kohai relationship is not a hierarch¬ 
ical imperative to be endured, but something of 
mutual benefit -- a force that binds. One's 
sempai in Japan is usually outside of one's direct 
reporting relationships. In this respect one's 
mentor is like an organizational "godfather." 
However, the pattern of behavior is so deeply 
embedded that it influences the manner in which 
direct reporting boss-subordinate relationships 
are conducted. They are generally closer and 
more supportive than in the West (p. 216). 
With the movement of some American organizations towards a more 
Eastern view of the management of people in organizations comes the 
prospect that the ways in which people are developed and how they 
support each other may change. This study examines expert views 
on how those relationships, particularly mentoring relationships, 
may change. 
Summary 
Documentation of the value of mentoring relationships seems to 
indicate it plays a potentially critical role in both the personal and 
professional development of men and women in that it provides younger 
employees with the assistance and guidance they need and provides 
older managers with a channel through which to realize their genera¬ 
tive needs. 
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Documentation of the value of utilizing participatory designs 
in the workplace, both in this country and abroad, indicates that 
it represents a significant and necessary trend to insure the 
success of American business survival in the near and distant future. 
Indications are that the trend towards more participatory designs, 
although slowly, is occurring. 
Much needs to be learned about the ways in which the shift from 
highly autocratic designs to more participatory designs in organiza¬ 
tions will affect the people in those organizations. The study 
examines, through interviews with experts in the field, ways that 
developmental relationships between people, specifically mentoring, 
might be influenced by participatory management and presents a model 
for understanding the relationship between mentoring and participation. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
In the past five years increasing attention has been placed on 
examination of the mentoring process within the context of the work¬ 
place (Kram, 1985; Missirian, 1980; Burke, 1984; Clawson, 1980). 
This focus on mentoring within its organizational context was a 
natural outgrowth of research in the 1970's which suggested that 
most mentoring relationships occur in the workplace (Schein, 1978; 
Levinson, 1978; Roche, 1979). 
Increased interest in mentoring comes at a time when there 
appears to be a growing interest in focusing on the development 
of relationships in the workplace (Bradford and Cohen, 1984; 
Adams, 1984). Indeed, much of the popular management literature 
(Naisbitt, 1983; Peters and Waterman, 1983; Moss-Kanter, 1983) has 
the development of managerial and boss-subordinate relationships 
as a key focus. An additional focus of current management litera¬ 
ture and research is the emergence of participatory designs in the 
management of organizations. 
This chapter presents a review of literature on mentoring 
and an overview on participation to provide a backdrop for this 
study which focuses on the relationship between participatory 
management and mentoring. 
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Mentoring and Work 
In his landmark study of male adult development, Daniel Levinson 
points out that the mentoring relationship takes on many, sometimes 
intangible forms, and can be found in a variety of settings. A men¬ 
tor can be a friend, relative, neighbor, teacher, boss, or senior 
colleague. He contends, however, that the mentoring function occurs 
most often in the workplace. This contention is confirmed by Gerard R. 
Roche (1979) whose study of top executives who had mentors showed that 
a large majority of respondents who claimed they had mentors identified 
those mentors as being work connected relationships. Fifty-three per¬ 
cent of the respondents said their mentor was a department or division 
head, forty-eight percent said it was an immediate supervisor, seven 
percent said it was a teacher or professor, seven percent, a friend, 
and five percent, a relative (total exceeds 100% because of multiple 
responses). 
Roche goes on to present results that indicate that mentoring 
most often occurs during the first ten years of professional life. 
Sixty-eight precent of respondents reported having mentors during the 
first five years of their careers, forty-four percent reported having 
mentors during the sixth to tenth years of their careers. Only 
fifteen percent reported having mentors during college years (again 
total exceeds 100% due to multiple answers). 
Levinson's theory of development supports the above data. In the 
"Getting Into the Adult World" stage of the 20's Levinson identifies 
four major tasks: forming a dream; forming mentoring relationships; 
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forming an occupation; and forming love relationship, marriage, and 
family. In addressing the role of the mentor during this time Levin¬ 
son (1978) writes: 
The mentor has another function, and this is 
developmentally the most crucial one: to support 
and facilitate the realization of the Dream. The 
true mentor, in the meaning intended here, serves 
as an analogue in adulthood to the "good enough" 
parent for the child. He fosters the young adult's 
development by believing in him, sharing the youth¬ 
ful Dream, and giving it his blessing, helping 
define the newly emerging self in its newly dis¬ 
covered world, and creating a space in which the 
young man may work on a reasonably satisfactory 
life structure that contains the Dream (p. 98). 
The above discussion of the relationship between mentoring and 
formulation of the Dream explains, in part, why most significant 
mentoring occurs at work and in the first ten years of work. It is 
not until this point that the Dream is clearly envisioned and it is 
during this first ten years that the guidance and support towards 
reaching one's goals can be most fully utilized. In other words, men¬ 
toring relationships seem to occur when and where they are most needed. 
Levinson points out that, as with other stage theories, there are 
exceptions. For example, a person approaching an age 30 transition 
may seek out a mentor if part of the transition is a major career 
shift. Similarly, although less frequent, a person approaching age 
40 transition or mid-life transition may seek out a mentor if the 
transition involves a major career change. Levinson points out that 
this is more rare given the fact that most people in mid-life are 
less interested in receiving guidance from others and more intent on 
charting their own course. 
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The Impact of Mentoring on the Protege 
Evidence that mentoring serves a valuable function for young 
professionals attempting to establish themselves in the world of work 
appears in virtually all the literature on mentoring. Daniel Levinson 
(1978) elaborates on what it is a mentor provides for a protege: 
He may act as a teacher to enhance the young 
man's skills and intellectual development. Serving 
as a sponsor he may use his influence to facilitate 
the young man's entry and advancement. He may be 
a host and guide welcoming the initiate into a new 
occupational and social world and acquainting him 
with its values, customs, resources, and cast of 
characters. Through his own virtues, achievements, 
and way of living, the mentor may be an exemplar 
that the protege can admire and seek to emulate. 
He may provide counsel and moral support in time 
of stress (p. 98). 
Hall and Sandler (1983) also outline the benefits to the proteges 
of having mentors. Among the benefits are: they receive individual 
recognition and encouragement; honest criticism and informed feedback; 
advice and knowledge of informal rules of the organization; appro¬ 
priate ways of dealing with supervisors; understanding of how to 
network; and an additional perspective on their own career planning. 
A recent study (Kram, 1985) conducted to examine the mentoring 
relationships between younger and older managers in a corporate 
setting identified two sets of functions that mentoring relationships 
provide proteges, career functions and psychosocial functions. 
Career functions are those aspects of the rela¬ 
tionship that enhance learning the ropes and preparing 
for advancement in an organization. Psychosocial 
functions are those aspects of a relationship that 
enhance a sense of competence, clarity of identity, 
and effectiveness in a professional role. While 
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career functions serve primarily to aid advance¬ 
ment up the hierarchy of an organization, psycho¬ 
social functions affect each individual on a personal 
level by building self-worth both inside and outside 
the organization (p. 22). 
It is evident from the information presented and the research 
reviewed above that having a mentor reaps great rewards for the 
protege both internally, with help in defining and striving towards 
one's dreams, achieving personal satisfaction, and developing one's 
potential; and externally through higher financial reward, greater 
likelihood of realizing one's career plan, and achieving one's goals. 
The Impact of Mentoring on the Mentor 
Much of the literature on mentoring focuses on the benefits 
of mentoring to the protege; impact on the mentor is dealt with 
tangentially, if at all. Typical of this sort of inquiry is a study 
conducted by Ronald J. Burke (1984) in which respondents were asked 
whether they were aware of any benefits accrued to their mentors 
(p. 361): 
Respondents did not indicate many items of 
benefit to their mentors: Two stated that they 
were not aware of any benefits; two stated there 
were no benefits for their mentors; and one left 
the question blank. Among the more common bene¬ 
fits to mentors were effectively performing sub¬ 
ordinates (35%); a sense of pride in seeing sub¬ 
ordinates develop (16%); the perspective and 
energetic drive of youth (10%); loyalty (64); and 
recognition by others for effective mentoring (6%). 
These benefits appeared to be external in nature. 
In contrast to the above data is the belief that 
mentoring provides mentors with the satisfaction 
of some very important internal needs (Schein, 
1978; Levinson, 1978; Kram, 1985). 
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Both Edgar Schein and Daniel Levinson discuss the importance of 
mentoring to the mentor by building on the adult development work of 
Erik Erikson (1950). They identify Erikson's stage of generativity -- 
that is where a person in middle adulthood recognizes the flow and 
continuity of human life and the need to provide for the next genera- 
tion--as the point where mentoring becomes a key activity. Mentoring, 
maintain Schein and Levinson, helps the person in the developmental 
stage of generativity fulfill the urgent need of providing for future 
generations. Says Schein (p. 178) "From a subjective point of view, 
the issue is identifying one's own needs for mentoring and finding an 
acceptable way of meeting those needs." 
Kathy Kram (1985) elaborates on the generative needs met by those 
who mentor during mid-life: 
While helping a young adult establish a place 
in the adult world of work, an individual benefits 
from providing support and guidance. Through 
helping others a mentor gains internal satisfac¬ 
tion, respect for his or her capabilities as a 
teacher and advisor, and reviews and reappraises 
the past by participating in the young adult's 
attempts to face the challenges of early career 
years (p. 3). 
In looking at the advantages and pitfalls of being a mentor, 
Edgar Schein (1978) examines the various roles a potential mentor 
needs to consider so that people in positions to mentor can do so in 
a way that has their own best interest in mind. The following are 
the various role alternatives for mentors as outlined by Schein. 
mentor as teacher or coach; mentor as a positive role model (one who 
sets examples); mentor as developer of talent (one who challenges), 
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mentor as an opener of doors; mentor as protector (allowing protege 
to make mistakes); mentor as sponsor (one who provides visibility); 
and mentor as successful leader (one who provides coattails on which 
the protege can ride). 
Schein points out that to provide some of these mentoring func¬ 
tions requires someone in position power, specifically the roles of 
opener of doors, protector, sponsor, and leader; while some of the 
mentoring roles need not be filled by someone with position power, 
such as teacher, role model, and developer. He points out that 
although the latter roles do not require position power they are 
indeed powerful mentoring roles. 
Schein (1978) maintains that when one approaches the Mid-Life 
Transition (early 40's) one needs to come to grips with the inevitable 
demands on him/her to become a mentor (p. 177): "The problems of 
becoming a mentor are sometimes less visible than other problems, but 
for many are a source of considerable stress." 
Problems arise, says Schein, when the older person doesn't want 
the responsibility of being a mentor. The key to dealing with this 
issue, says Schein, is to assess which mentoring needs he/she would 
like to respond to and do so effectively. 
Levinson (1978) points out, also, that the transition from 
protege to mentor occurs around the Mid-Life Transition where the 
person moves from being a part of the younger generation to being a 
part of the older generation. He/she no longer has the luxury of 
looking towards older men and women for guidance and must now respond 
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to the demands of the younger generation. Levinson sees this change 
as a great opportunity: 
Being a mentor with young adults is 
one of the most significant relationships 
available to a man in middle adulthood. The 
distinctive satisfaction of the mentor lies 
in furthering the development of young men 
and women - facilitating their efforts to 
form and live out their Dreams, to live 
better lives according to their own values 
and abilities (p. 253). 
In a study of formalized mentor programs in the federal govern¬ 
ment, Rudi Klauss (1981) reports that: 
The large majority of mentors also 
described the experience as having been bene¬ 
ficial to themselves, as well as their proteges. 
They spoke of the personal satisfaction they 
derived from helping to develop a future execu¬ 
tive as well as the positive feeling that they 
were making a contribution to the organization. 
They also noted the value of gaining new per¬ 
spectives on the needs of lower levels of the 
organization and a better sense of the atti¬ 
tudes, strengths, and developmental needs of 
future organization executives (p. 493). 
These results are echoed in a report by Hall and Sandler (1983) 
which identifies the following benefits of mentoring to the mentor: 
satisfaction from helping develop another individual's ideas from a 
junior colleague who is eager to learn and committed to the mentor s 
success; a network of former mentees; increase in the mentor s power 
and visibility; and an experienced network of colleagues. 
Beverly L. Kaye (1982) also acknowledges this assertion that 
mentors too have a lot to gain from the relationship by having 
protoges who lend credibility to the mentor’s projects, assist them 
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in their work, and provide information that may not be accessible 
to the mentor through any other means. 
While acknowledging all of the above benefits Levinson (1978) 
mentions somewhat loftier reasons on the why of mentoring: 
There is a measure of altruism in mentoring - 
a sense of meeting an obligation, of doing some¬ 
thing for another human being. But much more then 
altruism is involved: the mentor is doing some¬ 
thing for himself. He is making productive use of 
his knowledge and skill in middle age. He is 
learning in ways not otherwise possible. He is 
maintaining his connection with the forces of 
youthful energy in the world and in himself. He 
needs the recipient of mentoring as much as the 
recipient needs him (p. 253). 
Theodore Halatin and Rose E. Knotts (1982) examine some of the 
drawbacks around mentoring. While they agree that there is much to 
be gained by the mentor from the relationship they advise caution 
and consideration of the following points. They warn against the 
possibility of "unchosen" potential proteges becoming jealous of the 
mentor's relationship with a particular subordinate. They caution 
against excessive time and emotional demands levied by the protege. 
They warn against overdependency on the part of the protege. They 
also discuss and advise caution regarding such things as potential 
embarrassment over the protege's failures; breaching confidence by 
inadvertently divulging confidential information to the protege; and 
taking care that the intentions and motives of the protege are genuine 
and more than an effort to use the mentor for his/her position power. 
Although the liabilities of mentoring for the mentor outlined by 
Halatin and Knotts are prudent, it seems evident to this writer that 
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the benefits clearly outweigh the risks. Consider once again the 
words of Daniel Levinson (1978): 
Good mentoring is one of the special 
contributions that persons in middle adult¬ 
hood can make to society. Given the value 
that mentoring has for the mentor, the 
recipient, and society at large, it is 
tragic that so little of it actually occurs. 
We are held back by limitations in our own 
individual development and in our institu¬ 
tional structures. These limitations serve 
to intensify intergenerational conflict and 
undermine relationships between the youthful 
and middle-aged generations (p. 254). 
The Nature of the Mentoring Relationship 
The nature of the mentoring relationship is complex. For it to 
be successful requires the alignment of certain behaviors and atti¬ 
tudes on the part of both mentor and protege. True mentoring is 
more than mere sponsorship of one individual by another individual up 
the corporate hierarchy. 
Mary C. Johnson (1980, p. 42) quotes C. Edward Weber, "... the 
role of a mentor is to develop the unique abilities of each person in 
a way not detrimental to others, the mentor's role is not pulling 
people up the career ladder, but in developing the indivudal." The 
unique nature of the mentoring relationship requires unique character 
istics. Betty R. Fleishel-Lewis, Arthur Eve, and Louise A. Bonar 
(1982, p. 2) have outlined seven characteristics that successful 
mentoring relationships must exhibit: 
1. The relationship grows and lasts over a period of time. 
2. The pair enjoys spending time together on diverse tasks. 
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3. There is mutual respect between the pair. 
4. Individuals in the relationship believe they can learn 
from each other. 
5. A close bond, both personal and professional emerges in 
the relationship. 
6. The mentoring relationship moves positively and actively 
toward a collegial, equal type of association. 
7. Both individuals in the mentoring relationship are 
concerned about and take care of each other's needs in a humane 
and supportive way. 
Mentoring and Other Types of Relationships 
In addition to the above characteristics of the mentoring rela¬ 
tionship, several people have differentiated between the mentoring 
relationship and other types of helping relationships. Natasha 
Josefowitz (1980) distinguishes between mentors and sponsors. She 
asserts that the difference between the two is one of function. Men¬ 
tors, she claims, provide you with skill, knowledge, information, and 
support for achieving your career goals; while sponsors use their 
influence to perpetuate you toward your career goals. 
Agnes Missirian (1980) supports this view and takes consideration 
of the differences between mentoring and other supportive relationships 
a step further. She looks at the mentoring relationship as the highest 
point on a continuum of helping relationships. Missirian maintains 
that while peers, coaches, and sponsors can have influence over an 
individual they lack the power of the mentoring relationship. The 
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difference between a sponsor and a mentor she maintains, is one of 
intensity; a sponsor she says is a person who literally and figura¬ 
tively promotes the protege and performs an essentially administrative 
function, whereas a mentor shares the pursuit of the protege's dreams 
and in a very real sense is emotionally connected to and invested in 
the protege. Her research shows a clear distinction between mentoring 
and other supportive relationships. She found, in her interviews, 
very different responses when respondents discussed mentor relation¬ 
ships and sponsor relationships. The discussions of mentoring 
inevitably led to use of such words as intimacy, emotional commitment, 
and trust; a very different feeling than when describing the utili¬ 
tarian functioning of a sponsor. Missirian's conclusion is that 
sponsors are appreciated, mentors are loved. 
Missirian identifies three elements that in her research are 
characteristic of a true mentoring relationship and distinguishes it 
from other supportive relationships. The first element is power, 
that is, access to resources of all kinds; mentors will have greater 
access to more power then sponsor,coach, or peer. The second is level 
of identification, that is, the level of identification in terms of 
professional and personal values and behaviors will be greater between 
mentor and protege than it would be between protege and sponsor, 
coach, or peer. Finally, the intensity of involvement including 
psychosocial bonding, linking of minds, and eventual feeling of love 
will develop in the mentoring relationship. These characteristics 
are absent in sponsor, coach, or peer relationships. 
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Hall and Sandler (1983) point out that there are alternatives to 
the intense, high powered relationship that mentoring provides. They 
encourage senior members of organizations to assist would-be proteges 
in finding other ways, in addition to an intense mentoring relation¬ 
ship, to get their needs met. Such things as suggesting multiple 
mentors, where an individual has the opportunity to gain different 
things from different people are encouraged (this could take the 
pressure off both parties); encouraging networking with peers and 
superiors; and the development of what they call paper mentors, 
that is written materials made available to junior people that will 
answer some of their questions that usually get addressed in the 
mentoring relationship, are alternatives for junior members of an 
organization who are in search of mentoring. These suggestions, in 
addition to providing alternatives for individuals seeking mentors 
and are unable to find them, also provide helpful advice to would-be 
mentors who find themselves with a potential relationship that, for 
whatever reasons, they'd rather not see develop into a full-blown 
mentoring relationship. 
The Role of Gender 
Another issue addressed here is that of cross-sexed mentoring. 
While there are many similarities between the mentoring of men and 
women there are some differences. For the purposes of this study we 
look at some of the issues that arise when one member of the relation 
ship is a man and one a woman. 
27 
It is probably no surprise that the literature discussing cross¬ 
gender mentoring addresses itself to problems that arise related to 
sexual concerns. The high level of intimacy created by a true 
mentoring relationship creates a challenge when the relationship 
occurs between a man and a woman (the same principles, it seems, would 
apply to like sexed mentor/proteges who are homosexual). The chal¬ 
lenge for mixed-sex mentoring pairs is to keep the relationship non- 
sexualized. Most writers on the topic agree that the sexualizing of 
a mentoring relationship often renders the relationship, as a men¬ 
toring one, ineffective. Whether the mentor is a man and the protege 
a woman, or the mentor a woman and the protege a man, the sexualiza- 
tion of the relationship creates new dynamics. Daniel Levinson (1978) 
writes: 
It is hard to combine mentoring and romance 
for long. By its nature mentoring almost invariably 
ends in separation or modest friendship after a few 
years, whereas the preferred outcome of a serious 
romance is an enduring, equal relationship in 
marriage. If the mentoring couple do marry, they 
have the advantage of considerable intimacy but 
they are faced with the problem of transforming 
the relationship to eliminate the mentoring. A 
husband cannot remain his wife's mentor. Like 
anyone in the recipient position, she must in 
time grow up and go out on her own or her 
development will be impaired (p. 238). 
Levinson also points out that young men rarely have female 
proteges, in part because it is very difficult for them not to sex 
ualize the relationship. However, as they get older he claims, and 
begin to develop their feminime sides they can appreciate a woman s 
qualities without having to exploit them and can enjoy erotic aspects 
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of their relationship, if they arise, without having to become 
directly sexual. Male mentors, claims Levinson, must be extremely 
careful, in this culture, not to minimize female protege's competence. 
One of the ways they detract from the potential equal relationship 
is by viewing the female protege primarily in terms of her sexual 
attractiveness rather than in terms of her intelligence and competence. 
Although less prominent in this culture, relationships where the 
mentor is a female and the protege a male can also be very successful. 
Due to social roles and organizational hierarchies that type of 
relationship exists less than it could. 
Stages of the Mentoring Relationship 
In efforts to understand more clearly the ways in which mentoring 
relationships occur several theorists and researchers have presented 
models outlining the various stages of the mentoring relationship. 
The following is a summary of some of those models. 
Kathy Kram (1985) outlines a four stage model of the mentoring 
process. Stage One, Initiation, marks the beginning of the mentoring 
relationship where fantasies about a relationship become concrete 
expectations, and opportunities for interaction and coaching become 
more frequent. Stage Two, Cultivation, represents the period where 
the maximum range of career and psychosocial functions are provided; 
emotional bonds are strengthened and intimacy is increased. Stage 
Three, Separation, represents a significant change in the relationship 
where the junior member wants less guidance and is characterized by 
limited opportunity for interaction and less attention is paid to the 
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attending to various career and psychosocial needs. The fourth and 
final stage is Redefinition where the relationship either ends or 
takes on a more peerlike quality, resentment and anger diminish and 
resolution occurs. 
Beverly L. Kaye (1982) looks at mentoring within a career develop¬ 
ment context. The model she presents considers the role of the mentor 
as the protege moves through a four stage process of Profiling (skill 
identification and self awareness); Targetting (goal setting); 
Strategizing (planning); and Execution (taking action). During pro¬ 
filing the mentor provides feedback about the reality of the profile, 
adds information, and guides the protege in analysis of the profile. 
During targetting the mentor provides feedback on the reality of the 
protege's goals, advice on the fit between goals and competencies, and 
guidance on alternatives. During strategizing the mentor adds infor¬ 
mation, gives advice on overcoming obstacles, and acts as a role model. 
During execution the mentor intervenes on behalf of the protege to 
remove obstacles, support protege's efforts to gain additional 
training and competencies, and again acts as a role model. 
Agnes K. Missirian (1980) outlines three phases which the men¬ 
toring relationship moves through, Initiation, Development, and 
Termination. The initiation phase deals with basic introductory 
questions, such as who picked whom, what is happening, and what precip 
itated the relationship. The next phase is the development phase 
which contains most of the growth facilitating behavior, it is the 
period when most of the interaction takes place. The next and final 
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phase is the termination phase where the relationship enters into a 
period of transition. It is interesting that Missirian in her 
research describes the transition phase as proceeding fairly harmon¬ 
iously, ending most often in a loving equal relationship, while 
Levinson (1978, p. 251) maintains that most often the mentor-protege 
relationship ends in a permanent break. 
The termination of an intense mentor 
relationship is in many ways like the ending 
of a love affair or time of marital crisis. 
The younger man - and usually the older as 
well - goes through a process of disillusion¬ 
ment. The younger man realizes, with some 
mixture of insight and distortion, that the 
relationship is not as beneficent as he had 
imagined; the mentor is less admirable, less 
devoted to him, more concerned with his own 
needs and interests - in short, more human 
than he had previously recognized. If he can 
come to appreciate and tolerate the mentor's 
frailties, and if the two can find a mutual 
basis for being friends or colleagues, they 
may find a way to form a new relationship. 
Usually they do not. 
One way to reconcile the different views of Missirian and 
Levinson is to hypothesize that the difference has to do with sex -- 
Missirian's research dealt mostly with women, Levinson's primarily 
with men. However there is additional evidence to support Missirian's 
view. Gerard Roche (1979) disagrees with Levinson and reports that 
most proteges and mentors maintain friendly ties throughout the 
relationship, including transition. Roche maintains that the discord 
of which Levinson speaks is indicative of mentoring relationships 
gone bad, and does not reflect the norm. 
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Fleishel-Lewis, Eve, and Bonar (1982) outline a ten stage theory 
of mentoring that does not differ significantly with the theories pre~ 
sented earlier but breaks down the process into more specific parts 
and specifies what occurs for both mentor and protege at each stage. 
The first stage, "The Decision," is the point at which protege has 
decided it is time to find a mentor and mentor has decided it is time 
to begin mentoring. In stage two, "The Timing," protege begins to 
search for potential mentors and mentor recognizes s/he possesses the 
knowledge to be a mentor. In stage three, "The Approach," protege 
begins taking risks and increasing his/her visibility; mentor begins 
to volunteer his/her services to potential proteges. In stage four, 
"The Encounter," protege either begins modelling him/herself after 
someone s/he admires or approaches a potential mentor; mentor makes 
him/herself available and begins probing protege's goals to discuss a 
possible match. In stage five both mentor and protege outline their 
"Qualities" and qualifications for engaging in this relationship. In 
stage six, "Roles," protege begins seeking advice and sharing career 
plans; mentor actively begins behaving as a role model and offers help 
as a counselor, teacher, confidant, and friend. In stage seven 
protege makes sure his/her needs are being met for support, direction, 
and recognition and in return provides fresh insights, hard work, and 
positive feedback; while the mentor perpetuates his/her ideas and 
practices by providing evaluation, criticism, and close scrutiny and 
offers to share duties and obligations as well as a two way exchange 
of information, communication, and learning. This stage is called 
32 
"Benefits". In stage eight, "Risks," protege begins to deal with 
resentment from peers; mentor begins to question whether protege will 
live up to his/her expectations. In stage nine "The Contract" both 
protege and mentor feel the need to meet to reclarify the contract. 
Finally in stage ten "The Ending" protege affirms to be successful in 
his/her own right, commits him/herself to continue to care about the 
mentor in light of their history, and becomes determined to resolve 
conflicts that occur between them. Here the mentor recognizes the 
potential for a new friend, realizes the intrinsic value of the rela¬ 
tionship, and recognizes, in light of their history, his/her vulner¬ 
ability to disappointment as a result of the protege's actions. 
The above models, although occasionally divergent, are very 
similar in their attempts to describe the process which mentoring 
relationships in general go through. They are helpful in gaining a 
clearer understanding of the various processes and transitions 
characteristic of mentoring in process. 
Mentoring and Organizations 
Examination of the effect of mentoring on traditional hierarchi¬ 
cal organizations reveals that it provides for the meeting of some 
very specific organizational needs. Fleishel-Lewis, Eve, and Bonar 
(1982) discuss the benefits of mentoring relationships to the organi¬ 
zation: 
The organization benefits because the mentor 
defines the formal and informal rules of the system 
and demonstrates its acceptable values, defines 
its limits, and teaches the skills and knowledge 
necessary for the continuation of the organization. 
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The mentoring process ensures that there will be 
responsible, adequately trained, and knowledgeable 
individuals available to inherit the future 
leadership positions in the organization. It 
also provides organizational newcomers with 
first hand experience in the mentoring process, 
and those individuals all have the potential 
for eventually assuming the mentoring roles 
that are currently being carried out by the 
mentors (p. 20). 
The above information about mentoring and organizations suggests 
that mentoring provides valuable functions to hierarchical 
organizational structures seeking to perpetuate the norms, values, 
and mores of that organizational culture. Some other benefits to 
the organization put forth by Roberta Hall and Bernice Sandler (1983) 
include increased productivity and commitment on the part of the 
proteges; a lowering of turnover - people being supported by mentors 
are less likely to leave the organization; greater cohesiveness among 
mentors and proteges as groups; and an increase in the likelihood of 
people leaving the organization feeling good about it because of the 
positive support they received while they were there. 
Gerard Roche (1979) provides some examples of companies that 
benefitted over a long period of time from mentoring within the organi¬ 
zation. One such example is James Cash Penney who espoused a manage¬ 
ment philosophy of mentorship whereby each manager of each dry goods 
store in the chain selected and trained a man who could then be sent 
out to found another store. The ripple effect of this mentorship plan 
assured Penney that he would always have capable new managers when he 
needed them. The plan enabled him to profit commercially from the 
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proteges' success and he claimed, spiritually, by contributing to the 
success of others. 
A good example of an informal institution-wide approach to 
mentoring is outlined by Hall and Sandler (1983). They describe a 
program in place for staff and faculty at MIT that encourages the 
mentoring relationship between junior and senior persons. The system 
includes a policy statement by top administrators regarding the 
importance of having supports and resources for all junior staff and 
faculty; the fostering of networks to enhance the linking of junior 
and senior members; the linking of networks with top administrators; 
the training and encouragement of junior persons by top administra¬ 
tors to seek out mentors; and the expectation that regular performance 
appraisals include mentorship discussions covering such topics as what 
and how the protege is doing, how he or she could improve, how the 
supervisor thinks the person's job might change, how the junior person 
hopes to develop in the job, and frank assessment of the individual's 
strengths and weaknesses. While the supervisor, as a result of the 
relationship, may or may not become a mentor for the junior person, 
Mary P. Rowe, Special Assistant to the President of MIT points out 
that the discussions during performance appraisal should include dis¬ 
cussions of identification of a possible mentor for the junior person. 
One of the areas in which the value of mentoring becomes evident 
is in the movement from middle management to executive level positions. 
Rudi Klauss (1981) discusses the role of mentoring in aiding in the 
transition of managers from middle management to executive level. 
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Klauss mentions that the shift from middle management to executive 
level requires a shift in focus from one of concern with internal 
issues in the organization and a specific area of technical expertise, 
to a broader, more strategic policy level focusing on larger organiza¬ 
tional concerns and extended environmental considerations. Klauss 
states: 
Thus experienced executives, acting as mentors, 
can help to develop individuals for such senior 
level positions by bringing to bear their own 
perspective and insight to executive life, and 
by serving as anchor points, models, and 
facilitators in helping younger employees 
acquire the skills as well as the confidence 
needed to perform effectively in such posi¬ 
tions (p. 491). 
One of the issues that arises when looking at the impact of 
mentoring in organizations is the question of which is more desireable; 
a formal mentoring system or an informal mentoring system. As men¬ 
tioned earlier in this chapter, much of the literature supports the 
notion that informal systems work better than formal ones. It seems 
that given the nature and complexity of the mentoring relationship, 
those organizations that have been able to incorporate mentoring into 
their culture as an informal process seem to value it most highly. 
This is explained by the fact that when the mentoring relationship 
gets formalized it turns into something other than mentoring and is 
perceived by potential proteges as imposed training or supervision 
rather than as opportunity; and is perceived by potential mentors as 
a burden rather than a challenge. 
The impact of the benefits of mentoring can perhaps be most 
strongly felt in its contributon to perpetuating the culture of the 
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organization. Terence E. Deal and Allan A. Kennedy (1982) discuss 
the importance of understanding and perpetuating positive culture as 
a key to organizational success (p. 4) "... it affects practically 
everything - from who gets promoted and what decisions are made, to 
how employees dress and what sports they play. Because of this impact, 
culture also has a major effect on the success of the business." Deal 
and Kennedy assert that one of the key ways culture is perpetuated is 
through the relationship of upper level executives and younger 
managers on the way up. By teaching their subordinates the formal 
and informal rules of the company, senior executives not only help 
the career progression of their identified proteges, but also provide 
a valuable function to the company, that of perpetuating the culture: 
By knowing exactly what is expected of 
them, employees will waste little time in 
deciding how to act in a given situation... 
The impact of a strong culture on productivity 
is amazing. In the extremes we estimate that 
a company can gain as much as one or two hours 
of productive work per employee per day (p. 15). 
Many companies, according to Deal and Kennedy build into their 
informal, and sometimes formal structure a "hero building" component 
whereby senior executives identify "fast track" newcomers and assign 
them as assistants to senior managers with the intent of "developing" 
them. These newcomers are then given a specific role to perform for 
their first year of employment - a role that symbolizes a cultural 
value in the organization. For example, at IBM new high potential 
junior managers in manufacturing are assigned as proteges to senior 
managers and given the assignment, for the first year, of answering 
37 
customer complaint letters. While this assignment may seem less 
than rewarding, it does two things. It builds in a closer 
relationship between the senior and the new manager and, of most 
significance to the company, perpetuates the cultural norm and value 
that customer service comes first. Another example of the relation¬ 
ship between mentoring and corporate culture is General Electric. 
Deal and Kennedy (1983, p. 143) point out that "General Electric has 
long had a program in which senior managers mentor junior managers 
about their careers - including specific advice on how to beat the 
formal systems." 
Clearly mentoring plays a significant role in maintaining and 
perpetuating the culture of an organization. The nature of the 
mentoring relationship is such so that a successful one will likely 
provide an understanding of the culture to the protege, contribute to 
the acceptance of the cultural norms and values of the culture by the 
protege, and thus serve as an effective means of perpetuating that 
culture. In fact, according to Kennedy and Deal one of the key bene¬ 
fits of mentoring to the organization is the perpetuation of the 
cultural norms of the organization. An interesting point to consider, 
and one explored in this study, is what happens to mentoring when the 
perpetuation of the status quo is no longer a value or norm of the 
organization, but on the contrary is something to be avoided, as in 
some of the participatory designs. 
It is clear that the act of mentoring is a significant one for 
all involved. It provides many benefits to proteges in terms of 
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their individual growth, and their ability to succeed. It provides 
many benefits to mentors in terms of their personal development and 
professional enrichment. Finally, it provides many benefits to the 
organization, as a means of both developing members and contributing 
to the quality and strength of the organization. 
Participatory Management: A Historical Perspective 
To understand the evolution of management in America we can look 
back to the principles put forth by Frederick Winslow Taylor (1911) 
in the early twentieth century. It is with Taylor's work that we 
begin to look at the relationship between management and worker in the 
American industrial society. Most of us are quite familiar with the 
principles of Taylorism. Such things as the assembly line, the 
separation of those who do the thinking and those who do the labor, 
and the belief that most workers were only concerned with, and 
motivated by, the desire to make money are all hallmarks of Taylorism. 
For the first twenty years of the 20th century, Taylorism dominated 
the American workplace. Changes and divergence from Taylorism first 
began in large scale in the mid~1920's with the work of Elton Mayo 
and the Hawthorne Studies (1933). The Hawthorne Studies and what has 
become known as the "Hawthorne Effect" suggest the idea that paying 
attention to people and giving them more control over their work 
leads to greater productivity and worker satisfaction. Mayo's work 
led to the beginning of the Human Relations approach to management. 
The next major figure to have an impact on the emergence of more 
participatory styles of management was Joseph Scanlon. Developing his 
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model in the 1940's and 50's, Scanlon believed that workers were the 
experts and therefore should participate in decision making and be 
rewarded for their efforts. The "Scanlon Plan" was developed to help 
organizations become more participatory. Some organizations still 
use them. 
In 1960, Douglas McGregor published The Human Side of Enterprise 
which was to become a landmark book in the human relations approach 
to management. In his book, McGregor praised Scanlon for being one 
of the first people to recognize that employees could contribute 
their intelligence and resourcefulness to the development of organi¬ 
zational effectiveness. McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y model 
contrasted two management styles: Theory X echoing the principles 
of Taylor maintains that the average person has a dislike for work, 
thus will avoid it if possible and therefore must be coerced into 
working. Theory X also maintains that people prefer to be directed, 
avoid responsibility, are not ambitious, and value security over 
everything else. In contrast Theory Y maintains that people, given 
the proper conditions, enjoy work, desire self direction and self 
control, seek responsibility, and are by nature creative, imaginative, 
and capable of contributing to the solution of organizational problems. 
At about the same time that McGregor was developing Theory X and 
Theory Y, Frederick Herzberg (1959) was developing his Motivation/ 
Hygiene theory. In this theory certain factors, called hygiene 
factors were identified, including such things as reasonable working 
conditions, salary, company policy, and opportunity for advancement. 
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Lack of them led to dissatisfaction. Certain other factors were 
believed to be motivating factors and led to satisfaction, including 
such things as responsibility, the work itself, recognition, and the 
opportunity for achievement. Both McGregor's and Herzberg's theories 
had implications for participatory management: Theory X and Theory Y 
provided the philosophical underpinnings for the distinction between 
authoritarian management and participatory management, while Herzberg's 
theory provided the rationale for utilizing participatory approaches 
to increase worker satisfaction and thus improve productivity. 
Shortly after the emergence of McGregor's and Herzberg's theories, 
Rensis Likert working at the Institute for Social Research conducted 
research that suggested that the range of management styles in 
organizations could be described using a four system model, ranging 
from highly autocratic to highly participatory (1967). Likert's model 
suggests that management systems vary in the amount of confidence in 
employees, the nature of decision making, the types of motivation 
used, and the nature of superior-subordinate communication. System 
one is categorized by a lack of confidence in employees. Decision 
making occurs at upper levels only. Motivation occurs through fear 
and punishment. Communication occurs top down exclusively. System 
two is categorized by condescending confidence in employees, limited 
decision making at low levels, and motivation through rewards and 
punishment. Communication occurs primarily in a top down fashion and 
is often met with fear and apprehension by subordinates. System three 
is categorized by substantial but not complete confidence in 
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subordinates. Decision making occurs at lower levels regarding 
specific agendas. Rewards, and some involvement are used for motiva¬ 
tion. Communication occurs both up and down the hierarchy. System 
four is categorized by complete confidence in subordinates. Decision 
making occurs throughout the organization at all levels. Motivation 
is based on participation and involvement in the success of the organi¬ 
zation. Communication occurs up, down and amongst peers. A signif¬ 
icant finding of Likert's research was that the closer an organiza¬ 
tion's style was to system four the more likely it was that the 
organization had a continuous record of high productivity. Thus 
Likert's research, building on the work of McGregor and Herzberg, 
made a strong statement in support of the participatory designs. 
At the same time that support for participatory management in 
the United States was growing, as evidenced by the emergence of the 
theories mentioned above, the socio-technical approach was being 
developed at the Tavistock Research Institute in England. The basic 
principle behind the socio-technical approach is that there should be 
a balance between the demands of the technology of the workplace and 
the human resource, i.e., the people. The Tavistock theories (1959) 
maintain that organizations are most effective when people are 
clustered into small autonomous work groups and given a good deal of 
independence. 
John Simmons in Working Together: Employee Participation in 
Action (1983) identifies seven key principles of participatory manage¬ 
ment by looking at a Participatory Work Improvement Program of the 
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Federal Government Agency, Action. In 1978 in an attempt to address 
the agency's management problems the following list was developed 
regarding workplace democracy (p. 161): 
1. Workplace democracy is an attempt to develop 
ways for staff to increase participation, 
equity, security and creative individual 
development. It is not an intellectual 
process of discussion or a new management 
style or system which will enhance the 
agency at the expense of the workers. 
2. Workplace democracy is an opportunity for 
workers to have more input into decisions 
affecting their work and work environment. 
It is not workers taking over the operation 
of a unit and the job of the manager. 
3. Workplace democracy is all workers and 
supervisors putting their heads together 
to get the work done in the best possible 
manner. It is not an abdicating of 
individual effort in favor of group achieve¬ 
ment. 
4. Workplace democracy is democratic principles 
being applied to work production and authority/ 
responsibility relationships for the well-being 
of all staff. It is not efforts for communal 
or leaderless work environments which are 
paralyzed from lack of direction or decisive 
action. 
5. Workplace democracy is as important for middle 
managers in relation to their superiors as for 
lower echelon workers in relation to their 
supervisors. It is not a technique for getting 
various levels of employees together to lobby 
for change or resist the goals and decisions 
of high level managers. 
6. Workplace democracy is an opportunity for each 
staff person to learn to understand why things 
happen the way they do, and why people react to 
them in certain ways. It is a chance to let 
others know your ideas and how you feel without 
jeopordizing your job. It is not a pre-set or 
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distinctly defined process for all work situa¬ 
tions or staffs, and must be discussed, shared, 
and adjusted to fit the needs of different 
offices, as well as different workers. 
7. Workplace democracy is an attempt to develop 
a place to work that can fulfill the needs of 
employees as well as the needs of the agency. 
It is not another way to get more work from 
people at the expense of their well being. 
To understand participation in the workplace more fully, we need 
to look at the management style prevalent in Japanese business. It is 
in the Japanese organization where we see participation occuring in 
the broadest sense. In fact the norm in the Japanese organization is 
participation in decision making. Writes William Ouchi (1981): 
When an important decision needs to be made 
in a Japanese organization, everyone who will feel 
its impact is involved in making it. In the case 
of a decision where to put a new plant, whether to 
change a production process, or some other major 
event, that will often mean sixty to eighty people 
directly involved in making that decision. A team 
of three will be assigned the duty of talking to 
all sixty to eighty people and each time a signifi¬ 
cant modification arises, contacting all the people 
involved again. The team will repeat this process 
until a true consensus has been achieved (p. 37). 
The above quote illustrates the commitment of many Japanese 
organizations to employee participation. This commitment is also 
apparent when looking at the basic principles, beliefs and values 
espoused by the Japanese organization. Pascale and Athos (1981) 
illustrate this point by quoting the Employee Creed of the Matsushita 
Electric Company, one of the fifty largest corporations in the world: 
Progress and development can be realized 
only through the combined efforts and cooperation 
of each member of our company. Each of us, 
therefore, shall keep this idea constantly in 
mind as we devote ourselves to the continuous 
improvement of our company (p. 75). 
Although the movement from an autocratic model of management 
(Theory X) to a more participatory model of management (Theory Y and 
Theory Z) seems to be occuring in growing pockets of American business, 
significant differences remain between American and Japanese organiza¬ 
tions in terms of degree of participation. Ouchi (1981) and Pascale 
and Athos (1981) both identify significant differences between the 
Japanese organization, which serves as a model of participation, and 
the American organization, which struggles to integrate participation 
in spite of the norms that exist which diminish the likelihood of 
participation occurring. Significant differences that affect partici¬ 
pation in Japanese and American organizations concern the way decisions 
are made, the way responsibility is perceived, and the way concern 
for employees is expressed. Japanese emphasis on collective decision 
making, collective responsibility, and commitment to and concern for 
the employee all enhance the likelihood of participation occurring 
throughout an organization. American emphasis on individual decision 
making, individual responsibility, and traditionally limited concern 
for the needs of the employee, inhibit participation. 
Although recognition of the need to integrate effective Japanese 
management principles into the American workplace is occuring on a 
limited basis (Ouchi, 1981; Pascale and Athos, 1981) there needs to 
be more in-depth examination of the ways in which Japanese principles 
can be adapted and integrated into American organizational life, and 
that American literature on participation can be more fully realized. 
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Relationships in Participatory Management 
The concept of participatory management is not new. It has 
appeared in the management literature (Likert, 1961; McGregor, 1960; 
Herzberg, 1960) and in pockets of American organizations for the past 
thirty years. What is new is the emergence of an abundance of litera¬ 
ture expounding on the effectiveness and declaring the need for 
greater participation in the American workplace. With the emergence 
of this new body of literature comes an expanded focus on the various 
dimensions of participation. One of the dimensions, and the focus of 
this study, is that of relationship building, specifically mentoring. 
While there is no specific data on mentoring and participation, there 
is some discussion of the ways relationships develop in the context of 
participatory management. 
Discussion of the nature of relationships and participation can 
be found as early as 1961. Rensis Likert (1961) in his discussion of 
effective participatory organizations writes: 
The leadership and other processes of the 
organization must be such as to ensure a maximum 
probability that in all interactions and in all 
relationships within the organization, each 
member, in the light of his background, values, 
desires, and expectations, will view the 
experience as supportive and one which builds 
and maintains his sense of personal worth and 
importance (p. 103). 
This emphasis on each individual being supported, valued, and 
respected, in their relationships at work is echoed in the current 
literature on participation and is identified as a critical factor 
for achieving effective participation (Naisbitt, 1982; Peters and 
Waterman, 1982; Bradford and Cohen, 1984; Kanter, 1983). 
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In describing what the effective participatory manager looks like 
in terms of his or her relationships with others, Rosabeth Moss Kanter 
(1983) discusses the way that manager would interact: 
... seeking input from others, including 
needs of users, suggestions from subordinates, 
review by peers; showing political sensitivity 
to the interests of others, their stake or 
potential stake in the project; and last but 
not least, willingness to share rewards and 
recognition (p. 237). 
John Naisbitt (1982) in his study of current trends suggests that 
organizations ascribing to the belief that participation leads to 
greater productivity will be changing the way managers relate to 
employees. He writes: 
What is evolving now is a network style of 
management. I am not suggesting that companies 
will become huge corporate networks, abandoning 
formal controls to allow employees to spend 
their time talking with each other. Instead 
the new management style will be inspired by 
and based on networking. Its values will be 
rooted in informality and equality; its 
communication style will be lateral, diagonal, 
and bottom up; and its structure will be cross 
disciplinary. 
Successful relationship building in the participatory organiza¬ 
tion is dependent on the manager's ability to develop rather than 
control subordinates. The literature on participation (Peters and 
Waterman, 1982; Simmons, 1984; Bradford and Cohen, 1984) suggests 
that employees need to feel that their relationships with superiors, 
peers, and subordinates are ones of mutual respect, shared responsi¬ 
bility, and collective commitment to organizational tasks. Bradford 
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and Cohen (1984) liken the role of the manager in the participatory 
organization to that of the coach: 
Perhaps the image is most like a very 
demanding but supportive and inspirational 
coach who works hard to bring the team along, 
insists on high standards and vigorous effort, 
but passes on all the knowledge that will help 
the athlete grow. This coach often works 
alongside the team, but delegates increasing 
responsibility for the game plan and especially 
for on the spot adjustments. All of this 
inspires great collective effort. From the 
sidelines during the game itself the coach 
takes great pleasure in the centrality and 
achievement of the athletes (p. 61). 
In their discussion of the manager-as-developer in the partici¬ 
patory organization Bradford and Cohen (1984) suggest that the role 
of supervisor is a collaborative one where feedback is provided to 
subordinates in efforts to share responsibility for joint success: 
Most important is that feedback be caring and 
genuinely aimed at being helpful to the other. If 
your honest intention is to provide useful infor¬ 
mation because you want the other to succeed, your 
choice of words has little significance. Tech¬ 
nique is less influential here than genuine desire 
to understand the other's aspirations and join him 
or her in the improved performance that will 
achieve them (p. 152). 
Although the literature on participation is replete with examples 
of successful efforts (Peters and Waterman, 1982; Naisbitt, 1982; 
Simmons, 1982; Bradford and Cohen, 1984) there is also reference to 
examples of where participation fails. There are many hypothetical 
reasons for the failure of a participatory effort. One potential 
area for problems is the area of relationships. Since the success of 
a participation effort is dependent upon a sense of ownership on the 
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part of the employees (Peters and Waterman, 1982; Bradford and Cohen, 
1984) it would follow that lack of ownership and commitment by 
employees would contribute to a failed effort. In a report on a 
study of participation and first line supervisors, Janice Klein writes: 
Resistance by first line supervisors is real 
as this study verifies, but much of its is under¬ 
standable and justifiable. Supervisors do not as 
a rule undermine change because they are obstinate. 
Organizations have always placed them in the 
middle of a no man's land, and most employee 
involvement programs have made their position 
even more precarious. Designed to boost 
productivity by increasing participation of 
workers these programs have rarely had the 
interests and concerns of supervisors in 
mind. The outcome was predictable: seeing 
nothing in the program for themselves, most 
supervisors resent the loss of power and 
control and, in one way or another, fall 
into a pattern of resistance (p. 93). 
The problem discussed above stems from the mistaken notion of 
those attempting to implement participation that for participation to 
occur authority in a relationship between supervisor and subordinate 
must be abdicated, and that this abdication of authority comes easily 
for supervisors. The literature on participation (Kanter, 1983; 
Bradford and Cohen, 1984) suggests that this confusion around the 
need to retain some authority is cause for many a failed participation 
effort, and that managers often don't appreciate the need for involve¬ 
ment and ownership on the part of supervisors. Burt Scanlon and Roger 
Atherton (1981) suggest a broader view of participation that does not 
exclude the role of the supervisor, and addresses his or her needs: 
Participation can be defined as getting 
things done by, with, and through people by 
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creating a situation where they are mentally 
and emotionally involved in a situation that 
encourages positive contribution to objectives. 
The key thought in this definition is mental 
and emotional involvement. Any act on the 
part of the manager that generates mental 
and emotional involvement qualifies under 
the definition. Accordingly, the manager 
who communicates not just what employees 
have to know to do their job but also the 
kinds and types of information that they 
want to know, gives employees a greater 
sense of identity with the work unit or 
total organization. This manager is using 
the precepts of a participative approach 
(p. 702). 
The above discussion indicates that the movement of an organiza¬ 
tion to more participatory designs requires a shift in the way rela¬ 
tionships in organizations are managed. Significant for the purposes 
of this study are the ways the changes in these relationships affect 
the way mentoring might occur. Some of the issues that appear to be 
affected are: ways power and authority are used; ways sponsorship 
occurs; ways partners in mentoring relationships get chosen; ways 
exposure and visibility are handled; ways coaching occurs; the extent 
to which role modeling occurs; and the ways teaching and learning in 
the relationship occur. 
Speculations on the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
As a result of review of the literature, nine speculations were 
formulated, to be explored in personal interviews with experts in the 
areas of mentoring and participation in the workplace: 
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1. The possibility that the emergence of greater participation 
means a shift towards more peer type mentoring, rather than tradi¬ 
tional hierarchically based mentorship. 
2. The possibility that the existence of fewer levels in the 
hierarchies of organizations will produce greater demands for mentors 
and less availability of mentors. 
3. The possibility that increased interaction amongst peers and 
across division lines will provide opportunities for a broader range 
of mentoring relationships. 
4. The possibility that an individual's ability to communicate 
and network effectively will have an increased impact on their ability 
to get their mentorship needs met. 
5. The possibility that the dynamics of participation, i.e., 
increased involvement, will make mentoring relationships more visible 
and consequently exposed to greater scrutiny by other organizational 
members. 
6. The possibility that changes in relationships that result 
from participatory designs will have an impact on the way teaching 
and learning occur in mentoring relationships. 
7. The possibility that an organization's movement towards more 
participatory designs means people will get their mentorship needs 
met more from multiple sources than single sources. 
8. The possibility that the presence of participation will pro¬ 
vide greater opportunities for women and mentorship. 
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9. The possibility that participation will provide greater 
opportunity and increased difficulty for cross-sexed mentoring. 
In addition to the nine speculations a list of recurrent themes 
on mentoring and participation were formulated (see Chapter III, 
Page 62) to provide a framework for considering data gathered that 
did not pertain directly to the relationship between mentoring and 
participation but were of interest given the expert knowledge of 
the research subjects. 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 
Rationale 
The goal of this study was to develop a model for understanding 
the relationship between mentoring and participation. With accelera¬ 
tion of the trend toward participatory management (Naisbitt, 1982; 
Peters and Waterman, 1982; Kanter, 1983) comes the need to develop a 
clearer understanding of the ways employees engage in relationships 
that address their professional and personal developmental needs. 
Preliminary research including reviews of literature on mentoring and 
participation revealed that although a good deal had been written on 
both mentoring and participation, very little had been said about the 
relationship between the two. 
With the shift towards participatory management comes a potential 
shift in the ways employees engage in developmental relationships. 
One of the missing elements from our current understanding of the 
dynamics of participatory management is an understanding of the ways 
developmental relationships might be affected by the emergence of 
participatory management. 
This study examined the views of experts in the fields of men¬ 
toring and participation on their perceptions of the changes that 
might occur in light of the trend towards participation. This 
approach was appropriate since what was needed was the development 
of a conceptual, theoretical perspective from which to consider 
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possible changes in the way mentoring relationships might occur in 
the context of participatory management. 
The need for gaining a more focused conceptual and theoretical 
understanding of the relationship between mentoring and work environ¬ 
ments (e.g., participatory) is discussed by Kathy Kram (1985): 
... while the functions of developmental 
relationships have been defined and the benefits 
and limitations of these relationships clarified, 
further research is needed to determine to 
what extent different types of relationships 
are available to individuals at different 
career stages in different organizational 
contexts (p. 215). 
In light of the above observations about the existence of prior 
research addressing both mentoring and participation independently, 
and the lack of information regarding the relationship between the 
two, this study was designed to contribute to our understanding of the 
relationship between the two concepts by examining the perceptions of 
experts who have examined both concepts in the recent past. 
Design 
Since the concept of mentoring is a somewhat illusive one (Kram, 
1985; Missirian, 1980; Levinson, 1978; Schein, 1978) prone to inter¬ 
pretation, as is the concept of participation in the workplace, a 
qualitative approach that allows for the collection of data that 
builds on individuals' knowledge and experience was called for. A 
qualitative methodology enables the researcher to explore individuals 
opinions, beliefs, and understanding of particular phenomenon. Says 
Patton (1980): 
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Qualitative data consists of detailed 
descriptions of the situations, events, people, 
interactions, direct quotations, from people 
about their experiences, attitudes, beliefs, 
and thoughts (p. 22). 
The study involved the use of specific subjects. The choice of 
subjects for this study involved the identification of researchers 
and practitioners whose realm of understanding included substantial 
knowledge of mentoring and participation in the workplace. Selection 
was based on evidence of their knowledge and experience through their 
written work and their professional roles. 
A case study approach was used in collating the data needed for 
model building because it best fit the intentions of the study. Yin 
(1984) outlines the criteria for case study research as follows: 
A case study is an empirical inquiry that: 
investigates a contemporary phenomenon within 
its real-life context; when the boundaries 
between phenomenon and context are not clearly 
evident; and in which multiple sources of 
evidence are used (p. 23). 
This approach was most appropriate because the fosus of the study 
was on mentoring, a contemporary phenomenon; in a real life context, 
participation in the workplace. The boundaries were not clear, i.e., 
what impact does the context have on the phenomenon. Finally, 
multiple sources of evidence were used, i.e., a group of expert 
researchers and practitioners in the field. 
Yin (1984) also talks about the types of questions for which the 
case study is most appropriate and maintains that it is most effective 
when used in studies to understand the how and why of questions. This 
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study focused on how the phenomenon, mentoring, is affected by the 
context, participation. 
Also important for case study research is the formation of a 
general proposition (Miles and Huberman, 1984; Patton, 1980; Yin, 
1984). Although this proposition was less specific and measureable 
than the hypothesis of a quantitative study it nevertheless was 
important in establishing a focus for the study. The proposition of 
this study was that the trend towards greater participation in the 
workplace has an impact on the way mentoring relationships occur in 
the workplace. 
According to Yin (1984) another component to be clarified for 
case study research is the unit of analysis. The unit of analysis of 
this multiple case study was the individual interviewee. Each sub¬ 
ject's interview text (all interviews were recorded and transcribed) 
was examined in terms of its data on mentoring, participation, and 
the relationship between the two. 
As mentioned in the purpose statement, the final outcome of this 
study is a new framework for understanding mentoring in participative 
settings. This new framework emerged from patterns found in and 
beweeen the experts' responses. In other words, the findings were 
based on the emergence of patterns in both individual interview texts 
and emergent patterns amongst various subjects. Writes Yin (1984) on 
patterns and case studies: 
One promising approach for case studies is 
the idea of "pattern matching" described by 
Donald Campbell (1975) whereby several pieces 
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of information from the same case may be related 
to some theoretical proposition (p. 33). 
Subjects 
The following is a list of those experts in the fields of men¬ 
toring and participation who were used as subjects for the research. 
The following criteria were used for selecting subjects. Each subject: 
(a) had written a major piece of work on either mentoring or partici¬ 
pation, (b) had included in their major work on either mentoring or 
participation, a secondary view of the other topic, and (c) was 
currently, or had recently been, engaged in organizational research. 
Ten subjects (including two pilots) were included in the study. 
Arthur Eve (pilot) - Professor at the University of Massachusetts 
and wrote a monograph on mentoring. 
Grant Ingle (pilot) - Professional staff at the University of 
Massachusetts Office of Human Relations, and teaches classes in 
participation in the Department of Labor Relations. 
Edgar Schein - Professor of Management at Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology and has written extensively on careers in organizations 
including work on mentoring. 
Kathy Kram - Assistant Professor at Boston University and has 
conducted research and written a book on mentoring in the workplace. 
Peter Senge - Assistant Professor of Management at Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology and has conducted research on social systems 
and relationships. 
57 
William Ouchi - Professor of Management at the University of 
California at Los Angeles and has written extensively on participation. 
Daniel Levinson - Professor at Yale University and has written 
extensively on adult development and mentoring. 
Agnes Missirian - Chairman of Management Department at Bentley 
College and has conducted research and wrote a book on mentoring. 
Harry Levinson - Professor at Harvard University and has written 
extensively on management and adult development. 
Ken Blanchard - Professor at the University of Massachusetts and 
has written extensively on leadership and relationships at work. 
Pilot Interviews 
Pilot interviews were conducted to test the effectiveness of the 
interview guide and to further refine the interview strategy. Two local 
"experts" in the fields of mentoring and participation were interviewed. 
The data from these interviews was analyzed to assess the extent to 
which the interviews achieved their objectives of eliciting information 
on recurrent themes on mentoring, participation, and the relationship 
between the two. Analysis of the pilot interviews showed the interview 
guide to be effective in eliciting the desired information. Therefore 
the pilot interviews were incorporated into the study and the data 
gathered from them was used in formulating the results of the study. 
Interview Strategy 
Utilizing an intensive interview strategy with an interview guide 
this study examined what "the thinkers" on mentoring and participation 
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had to say about the relatinship between the two. This was an appro¬ 
priate approach since it allowed for the exploration and unfolding 
of information required for gaining understanding of the relationship 
between two complex processes. On the use of an intensive interview 
with an interview guide John Lofland (1971) writes: 
Its object is not to elicit choices between 
alternative answers to pre-formed questions but 
rather, to elicit from the interviewee what he 
considers to be important questions relative to 
a given topic, his descriptions of some situa¬ 
tion being explored. Its object is to carry on 
a guided conversation and to elicit rich, 
detailed mateials that can be used in quali¬ 
tative analysis. Its object is to find out 
what kinds of things are happening, rather 
than to determine the frequency of predeter¬ 
mined kinds of things that the researcher 
already believes can happen (p. 76). 
The approach was to use an interview guide to insure that 
considerable time was spent focusing on both mentoring and participa¬ 
tion and the relationship between the two. In discussing the 
characteristics of the interview guide approach Patton (1980) writes: 
Topics and issues to be covered are specified 
in advance, in outline form: interviewer decided 
sequence and working of questions in the course 
of the interview (p. 206). 
This approach was appropriate since it was important that certain 
material be covered in a systematic fashion yet it was also important 
that respondents be allowed to digress and bring their own experience 
and perspective into the interview. On the strengths of the interview 
guide approach for these purposes Patton (1980) writes. 
The outline increases the comprehensiveness 
of the data and makes data collection somewhat 
systematic for each respondent. Logical gaps 
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in data can be anticipated and closed. Inter¬ 
views remain fairly conversational and situa¬ 
tional . 
Interview Guide 
The interviews focused primarily on the relationship between 
mentoring and participation and lasted between thirty and ninety 
minutes. Although the focus was primarily on the relationship 
between mentoring and participation, discussion of the individual 
concepts of mentoring and participation took place briefly to insure 
a common frame of reference was established between researcher and 
subject. Subjects were presented with the following definitions of 
terms and were asked to briefly add to or modify the definition if 
they wished: 
Mentoring Relationship - The mentoring relationship is a 
relationship that exists between two professionals where a supportive 
relationship is developed in which one member contributes to the 
professional and personal development of another by providing support 
guidance, information, sponsorship, and direction to the other member 
and is characterized by the emergence of a level of intimacy between 
the two that is greater than the typical professional relationship. 
Participation - The term participation refers to the style of 
management whereby the organization, by design, is committed to the 
active involvement of all employees in the management of the organiza 
tion. This commitment to employee involvement is reflected in the 
goals, objectives, policies, and actions of the leaders of that 
organization. 
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The following guide was used to elicit information regarding 
subjects views on the relationship between mentoring and participation. 
I• The Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
1. In what ways do you see the presence of participatory 
management affecting the way mentoring relationships do or 
could occur in the workplace? 
Probe to Question #1: 
Please discuss the extent to which you see the presence of 
participatory management as creating unique cultural/ 
environmental factors within an organization that have a 
direct impact on the development of mentoring relationships. 
2. Do you see the presence of participatory management in an 
organization requiring or suggesting the need for particular 
behavior on the part of would-be proteges in search of a 
mentor? Please explain. 
3. Do you see the presence of participatory management 
requiring or suggesting the need for particular behavior 
on the part of managers wishing to act in a mentoring 
capacity? 
4. In what ways do you see the presence of participatory 
management having an impact on mentoring for men and 
women? 
Probes to Question #4: 
In what ways do you see the presence of participatory 
management having an impact on the way men, specifically, 
engage in mentoring relationships? 
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In what ways do you see the presence of participatory 
management having an impact on the way women, specifically, 
engage in mentoring relationships? 
What impact will participation have on the occurrence of 
cross-sexed mentoring? 
5. What gains will be accrued by participatory organizations 
that support mentoring relationships? 
The following sections on Mentoring in the Workplace and 
Participation in the Workplace were used when the need for clarifica¬ 
tion of either concept was required in the course of the interviews. 
II. Mentoring in the Workplace 
1. Please describe how you define the process of mentoring 
and briefly discuss your views about it. 
2. What do you perceive constitutes effective protege 
behavior on the part of individuals seeking and developing 
relationships with would-be mentors? 
3. What do you perceive constitutes effective mentor behavior 
on the part of individuals seeking and developing relation¬ 
ships with proteges? 
4. What do you see as important factors contributing to the 
presence of effective mentoring relationships in organiza¬ 
tions? 
III. Participation in the Workplace 
1. What does participation in the workplace mean to you? 
62 
2. What are your ideas on how the progression towards greater 
participation in a given workplace effects the interpersonal 
relationships in that organization? 
3. What are your thoughts on how participation effects 
reationships between superiors and subordinates? 
Speculations on the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
In addition to the general interview guide outlined above a 
series of nine specific spectulations about the relationship between 
mentoring and participation were presented to the interviewees to 
insure that certain focus areas of concern to the researcher were 
addressed in the interview. These speculations were used as check 
points to guide the interview and formed the structure for the data 
analysis portion of the study. (See the end of Chapter II for presen¬ 
tation of the nine speculations.) 
In addition to the nine speculations, recurrent themes on both 
mentoring and participation were formulated to serve as a backdrop for 
the study. 
Recurrent Themes on Mentoring 
1. The belief that mentoring is a mutually enhancing relation¬ 
ship, providing for the meeting of career and psycho-social needs of 
proteges, and generative needs of mentors. 
2. The belief that the mentoring relationship can be a negative 
as well as positive experience. 
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3. The belief that the organizational context has an impact on 
the way mentoring occurs. 
4. The belief that hierarchies present particular opportunities 
and particular problems for the occurrence of mentoring. 
5. The belief that the mentoring process goes through a pre¬ 
dictable series of stages, including an initiation phase, a cultiva¬ 
tion phase, a separation phase, and a redefinition phase. 
6. The existence of a discrepancy among observers of mentoring 
as to the way mentoring relationships terminate -- ranging from 
imminent distancing between the two people to the development of a 
long term friendship. 
7. The belief that the way mentoring relationships occur for 
men and women differs due to to other organizational and cultural 
dynamics, and/or basic differences between the way men and women 
operate. 
Recurrent Themes on Participation 
1. The belief that greater participation leads to greater 
productivity. 
2. The belief that a sense of ownership on the part of 
employees contributes to their commitment to the organization. 
3. The belief that a common obstacle towards successful imple¬ 
mentation of participatory designs is a result of a lack of under¬ 
standing as to what participation really is and how it affects 
relationships. 
4. The belief that participation creates dilemmas for middle 
managers and supervisors in terms of power and control issues. 
5. The belief that adequate preparation of employees around 
expectations is critical to successful implementation of participatory 
designs. 
6. The belief that a key element in the success of participatory 
designs is the ability for managers to choose when to delegate and 
when to maintain control. 
7. The belief that commitment to the principles of participation 
and behavior reflecting that commitment by top managers of an organi¬ 
zation is critical to the effective implementation of participatory 
designs. 
Procedure 
The following steps were taken to secure the data for the study 
prior to analysis: 
• Letters were written to all subjects explaining the nature 
of the study, the criteria for selection, the amount of time needed 
to conduct the interviews, the availability of the interviewer and the 
general intentions of the study. 
• Follow-up telephone calls were made to set up the interview 
and answer any questions subjects had regarding the study. 
• Arrangements were made to meet with each subject. 
• At the onset of the interview the request was made to tape 
the conversation, and discussion occurred regarding confidentiality, 
that this study, by design does not 
specifically addressing the issue 
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accommodate their discussion being confidential except where they 
specifically request that it be. At this point subjects were informed 
of their right to have access to any of the data gathered on them 
personally. 
Data Analysis 
Analysis of the data involved a six-step process (see Figure One 
for a graphic representation). 
Step One involved the actual interviews and included ongoing 
analysis of the data as it was generated. Since the research being 
conducted was exploratory in nature, it was important that data 
analysis began with the collection of data during the interviews. 
Writes Kram (1985): 
In practice, data collection and data 
analysis cannot be separated in exploratory 
qualitative research. As interviews are 
conducted, insights emerge about the 
phenomenon being studied. These new 
insights influence the kinds of questions 
to ask in subsequent interviews. Thus, 
immediate analysis of interviews leads to 
revisions of the data collection method. 
Theory is generated through new hypotheses 
and research questions that emerge as data 
collection proceeds (p. 215). 
Step Two involved study of the interview data, including review 
of interviews to uncover common themes and emergent concepts. Step 
Two was also on-going throughout the data collection phase. Caution 
was exercised to assure that assumptions about apparent patterns and 
recurrent themes were not made prematurely. Writes Miles and Huberman 
(1984): 
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Patterning happens fast because it is the 
way we habitually process information. The trick 
here is to work with loosely held chunks of 
meaning, to be ready to unfreeze and reconfigure 
them as the data shape up otherwise, to subject 
the best patterns to merciless cross-checking, 
and to lay the most tenuous ones aside until 
other informants and observations give them 
more persuasive empirical grounding (p. 68). 
Step Three involved the presentation of the data generated, 
reporting on data gathered in relation to mentoring, participation, 
the relationship between the two and role relationships, including 
data on the role of the mentor, the role of the mentee and the issue 
of gender. 
Step Four involved the sorting of data into categories as it 
related to the nine speculations about the relationship between 
mentoring and participation, and general discussion of significant 
issues as they emerged related to the concepts of mentoring and parti¬ 
cipation as separate concepts. 
Step Five involved the formulation of a model for understanding the 
relationship between mentoring and participation. 
Step Six involved the formulation of implications of the study on: 
the management of organizations, education around mentoring and parti 
cipation, and identification of need for further research. 
The Interviewer as a Research Tool 
The qualitative approach with an emphasis on intensive inter 
viewing presents particular opportunities and potential problems for 
the research study. In particular this study, which relied almost 
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exclusively on the data gathered from subjects through verbal inter¬ 
action with this researcher, was subject to the biases and preconcep¬ 
tions of the researcher. However, of benefit to the project was the 
passion for and interest in the subject matter that the interviewer 
shared with the subjects. Care was taken throughout the process from 
data collection to identification of implications to as accurately as 
possible represent the view of the informants. The researcher had to 
realize and appreciate the fact that his knowledge of the subject 
matter, feeling for it, and experience as both a mentor and a protege 
could have contributed to the richness and depth of the research, yet 
could not dominate it. Writes Kathy Kram (1985): 
Individuals who embark on a qualitative 
research project must be aware of the effect 
of their personal histories on the interview 
and on the final descriptive analysis (Berg, 
1979). This self-awareness, encompassing 
continual examination of one's needs, 
anxieties, and biases, is crucial to effec¬ 
tive implementation. If the researcher is 
aware of the impact of personal history and 
demographic characteristics on the research 
process, the final product will be enhanced 
rather than diminished by personal needs and 
experiences (p. 224). 
Thus it became evident that the extent to which the researcher was 
able to capitalize and draw on his experience was dependent upon his 
ability to call on his enthusiasm for and understanding of the topic, 
yet not be swayed by his preconceived notions about the nature and 
characteristics of the topics. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION OF DATA 
Introduction 
Interviews were conducted with ten experts in the field of 
management, each having as an area of expertise the topic of mentoring 
and/ or participation and a strong knowledge of management, adult 
development, and relationships in organizations. As described in 
Chapter III, each subject was interviewed using an unstructured 
interview format witn an interview guide. The subjects were asked 
five general questions to which they were encouraged to respond in 
any way they wished and were then asked to respond to nine follow-up 
speculations. In many cases the content of the speculations were 
addressed during the interview and were not reviewed again at the 
end. This format allowed for the maximum use of the limited time 
available for the interview. The interviews lasted from 30 to 90 
minutes. The approximate length of each interview is noted in the 
introduction of each subject. 
Two of the interviews included here are pilot interviews that 
were conducted to test the interview guide. Since no major changes 
were made in the structure of the interviews, and since the two 
subjects of the pilots have considerable expertise in the subject 
matter of the study, they are included as cases here and the data 
from them are used for the purposes of the study. 
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GRANT INGLE - CASE #1 (PILOT) 
Dr. Grant Ingle is a professional staff member at the Office of 
Human Relations at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. He 
also teaches courses on participatory management and workplace democ¬ 
racy for the Department of Labor Relations at the University. In 
addition he has spent several years consulting with organizations that 
are managed cooperatively. The interview with Dr. Ingle took place 
July 17, 1985 at the University of Massachusetts, and lasted approxi¬ 
mately one hour. 
Introduction 
Grant Ingle is, by training, a psychologist. He indicated that 
he often views phenomenon from a social-psychological perspective. 
Throughout our conversation it was evident that his perspective on 
both mentoring and participation grew forth from an understanding 
and exploration of the ways people are socialized. Ingle believes 
that to understand people's behavior and attitudes with regard to 
both mentoring and participation we need to look at the ways people's 
attitudes and behaviors are shaped in their early years with regard to 
work and relatioships at work. 
I do think these relationships of domination 
are pretty deeply ingrained, manager/employee, 
teacher/student, experimenter/subject, and 
they emerge from the biological nature of the 
parent/child relationship...you go to Spring- 
field, the school and the factory are 
indistinguishable architecturally and in the 
layout of the rooms. You go into the 
stitching factory in the south end of 
Springfield and you'll see rows of desks 
and a big desk in the front. It's not 
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teacher/student, it's supervisor/employee. 
You still have to raise your hand to go to 
bathroom...you have bells that ring that 
send you to lunch. It teaches you a 
system of authority and that's ingrained. 
According to Ingle, this conditioning of people in terms of 
how work is organized and how relationships are formed is not only 
prevalent at the laborer level as illustrated in the above quote, but 
is also present at the professional level as well. He put it this 
way: 
...there is in theory a kind of developmental 
feature to education where it gets easier going 
the further along you are in the educational 
hierarchy, but not much has happened by the 
end of high school. In fact, if anything you 
are probably more rigid at the end of high 
school. College could be good, usually isn't 
because of the way it works and often graduate 
training reverts, because now we get into the 
situation where we're really going through 
some initiation rituals with regard to entry 
into the field. That is much more subtle, 
more powerful stuff than a solitary figure 
standing in front of the classroom, but it 
does ingrain this notion that someone else 
will organize your activity for you and make 
your decisions for you. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
Ingle expressed the belief that many organizations are trying to 
move in a more participatory direction. He believes that for many of 
the reasons elaborated above, that this shift is a very difficult one 
to make. He believes that one of the ways to have an impact on the 
organization towards participation is to change the way relationships, 
including mentoring occur in the organization. 
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Because the traditional workplace manager/ 
employee relationships is changing we expect 
the mentoring situation to change and vice 
versa. If you want to use mentoring to change 
workplaces, you're going to have to use a 
different mentoring relationship otherwise 
you just reinforce the traditional. 
Ingle believes that this situation requires the use of different 
types of mentoring than the traditional type that stresses sponsorship. 
He believes that in addition to the benefits of non-traditional types 
of mentoring to influence attitudes around participation, mentoring 
can also serve a very concrete function for the organization trying 
to shift toward a more participatory design. 
...mentoring can be an important dimension 
of skill sharing within the organization and one 
of the big issues in any organization is turnover 
and getting people up to speed. Getting a mentor 
and facilitating that process is one way of 
getting people aligned with the organization 
more quickly... and in my experience some non- 
traditional participatory organizations 
usually don't have very many mechanisms to 
do it, sort of explicit mechanism, the 
mechanism is usually a mentoring mechanism. 
I think it's really important. 
In addition to believing that mentoring can serve as a mechanism 
for enculturating new members of an organization into the participa¬ 
tory design of that organization, Ingle also believes that shifts 
towards participation can have an impact on the types of mentoring 
relationships that evolve. 
...if you're talking about workplaces 
and places of learning that are going to be 
changing their structure and the nature of 
the hierarchical arrangement then we expect 
to see the shape of mentoring changing...I 
think mentoring is starting to change on the 
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edges and is becoming more reciprocal. It 
might be over a period of years or it might 
be one person mentoring the other person for 
a while, and then flipping around later on as 
we see life-long career relationships, or it 
could be completely reciprocal. 
On Mentoring 
When thinking about mentoring itself, Ingle once again looks at 
it from a social-psychological perspective. He believes that a 
shifting in values about work and about life in general have created 
conditions that demand more of mentors than was expected in the past. 
I don't know if it's a curse of our generation 
or a consequence of the shifting ground of expec¬ 
tations about work and life, but people seem much 
sharper about discrepancies between what someone 
says and what they do, and they're confrontive 
about it. I think mentors have to be a lot 
sharper...it also has to do with how fast people 
are moving. How many careers are we going to 
have? Five, six, so that's very different and 
that means that it might make more sense to have 
these mentoring relationships outside the formal 
organization rather than inside. Among consul¬ 
tants for example, the loyalty is to the discipline, 
to the profession, not to any single organization, 
and that can create relationships that are more 
meaningful on lots of different levels. 
On Participation 
Ingle believes that the key to a successful participatory effort 
in an organization has to do with creating the structural foundation 
on which the participation can be implemented, and has to do with 
creating conditions whereby everyone in the organization willingly 
buys into the concept of participation. 
...the end of participation to my way of 
thinking is merging the interests of managers 
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and employees. The only way you get that 
merging in fact, is by having a merging of 
the structural conditions surrounding people 
in terms of challenge, responsibility, 
possible payoff, risk, and so forth. 
Ingle pointed out, as do many others, that participatory efforts 
seem to fail more often than they succeed. Ingle believes that one 
of the reasons for this failure is the inconsistency of management 
in following through on the principles of participation. When the 
behavior does not match the stated intentions, Ingle believes the 
participation effort dies a quick death. 
Quality circles are an early effort to 
involve employees, but usually around just the 
specifics of making widgets. Typically the 
work group makes a suggestion, their sugges¬ 
tions are sharply circumscribed, they can only 
do things in a certain area, and the classic 
thing that ruins participation of the group 
is when the group says, "gee, we really think 
that instead of meeting an hour we ought to 
meet two hours a week." And the manager says, 
"No you can't make those decisions." You can 
imagine what the impact of that is. 
Although there are, it seems, many pitfalls in establishing 
participatory systems, there are ultimately, believes Ingle, some 
great payoffs. There are also, believes Ingle, several cultural 
reasons for moving towards participation in the American workplace. 
...participatory designs usually end up 
with more loyalty... I'm also saying that the 
reason for having participation is because 
we have people who are much more educated, 
we have restricted opportunities and we have 
to give people more latitude if they're going 
to stick around and also it's a way of engaging 
people in an organizational light. It's been 
demonstrated time and time again that people 
would rather work in a lower paying job where 
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they have some sort of control over their lives 
and where their actions are connected to the 
paycheck, than get highly paid in an oppresive 
environment. 
Mentoring and Role Relationships 
In the course of the interviews, roles and relationships were 
discussed from three perspectives: the role of the mentee, the role 
of the mentor, and the impact of sex role on the mentoring relation¬ 
ship . 
The Role of the Mentor 
As discussed in the previous section, Ingle related that changes 
in the expectations of the workforce require changes in the way we 
manage organizations. He also believes that these changes require 
a shift in the ways mentors approach the relationship. 
...mentors have to be sharper about what 
they're saying and doing, their mirroring and 
modelling behavior. They have to be sharper 
about figuring out what information, rewards, 
and resources they have...For example a good 
travel budget is a reward, and getting access 
to electronic data bases, knowledge of internal 
politics, all those things can be pretty 
important. 
The Gender Issue 
Ingle approached the issue of gender and cross-sexed relation¬ 
ships from several perspectives. First he looked at ways women are 
forming their mentoring relationships. There is, he saw, a particular 
challenge for women when it comes to mentoring. 
I look at the growth of support networks 
which are useful for women and work...the 
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distribution of women in most organizations is 
so low that the mentoring often has to come 
from outside. But I think it's a much more 
powerful form of mentoring because I don't 
think it has the costs associated with it. 
For Ingle, the issue of cross-sexed mentoring is a difficult one. 
Ingle thought that those potentially fruitful relationships happen 
less frequently than they might becuase men have difficulty knowing 
how to act in those situations. 
It's confusing, it's very confusing, 
particularly for men who are sort of between 
our parents' generation and us, who are the 
managers in control in their 40's, 50's and 
60's. They only know women in certain ways, 
as mothers, daughters, sisters, and wives and 
its horribly confusing for them to deal with 
mentoring situations, it's very difficult. 
They really don't have any programming that's 
appropriate for it...A lot of cases of sexual 
harassment are real misunderstandings of what 
mentoring is on both sides. Genuine affection 
and sexual attraction gets generated and gets 
bungled by the mentor. The senior is respon¬ 
sible and there is great outrage when the 
mentor abuses the trust. 
To understand the complexity of this issue, Ingle proposed that 
we take a look at the structure of organizations and how that struc¬ 
ture perpetuates some of the role stereotypes. 
What an organizational chart looks like 
if you look at most organizations is a family 
tree, which is patrilineal, where power and 
influence are traced through the male managers 
and there are women staff who take care of 
business all the way along. That's the pre¬ 
dominant picture in most organizations today, 
and it keeps women from gaining power and 
engaging in strong mentoring relationships. 
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The way this structural barrier manifests itself in organizations, 
according to Ingle, is through the perpetuation of the more traditional 
types of mentoring. 
The most incredible barrier to women and 
minorities entering a traditional organization 
is the "old boy" system. And it's really in the 
old boy system where the old diadic mentoring is 
happening. You can give someone all the titles 
and computers and biggest offices you can, but 
unless they have access to the informal system 
they are screwed. 
Summary 
It became obvious in talking with Grant Ingle that he had a 
unique perspective on mentoring and participation, a perspective 
that consistently examined the broader cultural context of each pheno¬ 
menon in order to more fully grasp the complexities involved. He 
sees mentoring and participation as interacting phenomenon, each 
capable of perpetuating the other, and each capable of contributing 
to the expansion of opportunities for a workforce that by its nature, 
is going to demand a broader range of options in the pursuit of 
satisfying work. 
ARTHUR EVE - CASE #2 (PILOT) 
Dr. Arthur Eve is Associate Director of the Institute for Govern¬ 
mental Service at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, where 
he consults with government agencies and organizations on management 
development issues. He is also a part-time faculty member in the 
School of Education. He has co-authored a monograph on mentoring. 
The interview with Dr. Eve took place July 24, 1985, and lasted 
approximately one hour. 
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Introduction 
The process of mentoring, according to Arthur Eve is currently 
undergoing changes in meaning. While these changes are positive in 
general, they also pose some threat, he believes, to the clarity of 
the concept as it has existed. 
Rather than thinking of mentoring as being 
one thing, I think we've got to start thinking 
of it as being multiple things...There just may 
be 17 different kinds rather than just one. 
And peer mentoring will certainly be different 
in some major ways...but mentoring itself may 
also, in the process of being described as 
all things for all people, may lose its punch 
as a concept...the problem I have with it 
right now is that mentoring sounds very much 
like good management plus personal investment. 
So rather than having it change from this to 
that I'd say there are multiple modes of 
mentoring. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
Although Eve was hesitant, as were many of the interviewees, to 
accept the idea that total participation occurs in many organizations 
today, he did suggest that in principle the concept of participation 
offers opportunity for the increase of mentoring relationships in an 
organization. 
I think that the potential for good 
mentoring relationships is as broad as the 
number of people who have extra energy and 
discretionary time. So that if you make the 
assumption that participatory management 
will release more discretionary time, create 
more discretionary time, and release more of 
79 
that human potential that allows for one 
person to care for another one, it's going 
to create more opportunities for mentoring. 
Eve believes that the changing demographics of the workforce are 
going to make it necessary for organizations to consider participation 
more seriously and consider a broader range of ways to mentor. 
I think there are some events that are 
occurring that are going to influence things, 
like the big bulge of people that's moving 
into the workplace. That's going to have an 
impact on both participation and mentoring. 
You have these bright people who are going 
to demand a piece of the action, and a good 
manager is going to say "Hey, I can't control 
everything, I better let my people partici¬ 
pate." And at the same time there are going 
to be people who have personal and professional 
goals that need help. And you can't mentor 
them in the old way, because opportunities have 
changed, so there are going to have to be new 
ways. 
Eve believes that while the challenge will be great to find new 
ways to mentor in the context of participation, there will be a 
greater likelihood of people making known what it is they need. 
I think, for example, in a participatory 
management setting, if it's done in the right 
way, people will be more likely to speak their 
minds, to initiate things. 
On Mentoring 
As alluded to earlier, Eve believes that mentoring is going 
through some changes as a functional concept in relationships in the 
workplace. One of the changes he sees occurring is a shift in who 
engages in mentoring relationships and for what reasons. 
I think that one of the key parts of 
mentoring that hasn't been paid attention to 
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is mentoring as it's described traditionally 
is for young people moving up the organiza¬ 
tion -- it seems to me the principles can 
be applied to people who have plateaued in 
the organization...If you can help them 
somehow to restructure what they're doing 
there's an excitement or generative nature. 
This broadening of the concept of mentoring has other implica¬ 
tions as well that have to do with who mentors whom and what form 
the relationship takes. Eve sees a much broader constellation of 
mentoring-like relationships emerging in the contemporary work arena. 
I've been involved in doing mentoring with 
people in vastly different organizations, and 
using that as a part of a larger network kind 
of arrangement where you invest in people. The 
other thing is that mentoring is now thought of 
as a very time-intensive in-depth kind of 
relationship...doesn't always work that way. 
There are moments in time when people are 
responsive, when somehow there's a bit of 
communication, if you happen to hit one of 
those windows in time where you have an hour 
or two something works and I don't as a mentor 
even hear about it until much later. So in 
addition to having several different modes 
there are also several different dimensions. 
Finally, Eve believes that changes in the way mentoring is 
occurring and expansion of the dimensions of mentoring has to do with 
changes in people's attitudes about learning. 
...maybe another reason that mentoring is 
happening is that people are beginning to under¬ 
stand that life-long learning is the way to 
survive rather than -- "you get your education 
then you carry out this job the rest of your 
life;" and how you do that, one of the tradi¬ 
tional educational forums are no longer going 
to be able to be helpful. Maybe you have to 
get it from your colleagues at work. 
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On Participation 
As mentioned earlier, Eve presented the view that participation 
most often does not exist across the board in many organizations, 
that most organizations that utilize participation do so in a limited 
capacity. Eve believes, in light of organizational needs and demands, 
that this is appropriate. 
Even in my most liberal thinking about 
participatory organizational style, there 
are some things that are just not appropriate 
for some people in the organization to parti¬ 
cipate in. And clearly things get delegated 
on the basis of what's appropriate. The 
critical thing for me in participatory organi¬ 
zations is being clear, having people under¬ 
stand what's appropriate at what level or 
within what unit. 
Eve believes that participation will provide answers to some 
difficult questions in the workplace in the near future. Participa¬ 
tion, he suggests, might be a partial answer to the changes occuring in 
the nature of the workplace. 
The rate of change is occurring so rapidly that 
everybody suddenly realizes that I've got to do 
some major adjusting. And maybe the whole, "I'm 
on the fast track era" being one of the past 
because there's no space, will make people more 
interested in participatory management, and also 
more interested in personal growth. 
Eve believes that the above issues are critical factors to con¬ 
sider in the management of the contemporary organization, and that 
managers need to consider options made available through participation 
for their high potential employees in order to retain a high per¬ 
forming stable workforce. 
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I find that the types of relationships 
have changed so that it is no longer expansion 
of a person's profession by moving up the 
ladder, but instead it's a re-definition of 
what they do in their job...I find it's 
equally effective to keep a good staff 
member going in terms of excitement and 
productivity by changing their turf. I 
also find that people themselves will often 
times initiate wanting new territory. 
Mentoring and Role Relationships - The Role of the Mentor 
The role of an effective mentor, believes Eve, has to do with 
that person's ability to develop a trusting relationship with the 
other person and to recognize that person as a total human being 
that exists beyond their work role. 
Well, there's the mutual trust, the caring 
about things beyond the job and those things 
kind of emerge over time if the other parts 
are good. An example is caring about the 
other person's kids, their family...A good 
mentor understands that those are things 
that have to be attended to if you're going 
to be concerned about the whole person. 
Another characteristic of a good mentor is, according to Eve, 
the ability to consider the other person first, beyond one's own 
ego, and beyond the needs of the organization. 
...there's a real rush that comes from 
being a mentor, it's kind of godlike, but I 
think that's kind of a narrow view of what 
mentoring is all about. You need to think 
of the other person's needs, instead of your 
needs, and they may have nothing to do with 
the organization...But also what it does 
(mentoring) is reflect a genuine belief in 
the fact that an organization and individuals 
can have multiple, legitimate, and diverse 
goals, and that the individual may indeed 
not need to turn out to be a carbon copy of 
me, but may have strengths that I ve never 
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seen in myself, and that those ought to be 
nurtured and maybe I can't help nurture them 
directly, but I can set up an environment 
where they can grow those other ones. 
Summary 
Arthur Eve is committed to the use of mentoring for the develop¬ 
ment of employees. Mentoring, he believes, is a critical function of 
any manager concerned with the growth of his/her people. It is a 
phenomenon that requires a giving of self to the other person in a way 
that acknowledges the uniqueness of the other individual. It is also 
a phenomenon that becomes increasingly important, as opportunities in 
the workplace change. Developing multiple modes of mentoring, is 
according to Eve, an important skill for any manager concerned with 
the problem of providing opportunities for workers in an environment 
in which opportunities, as we thought of them traditionally, become 
more scarce. 
KATHY E. KRAM - CASE #3 
Dr. Kathy E. Kram, is an Assistant Professor of Organizational 
Behavior in the School of Management, Boston University, Boston, 
Massachusetts. Her book, Mentoring at Work: Developmental Relation¬ 
ships in Organizational Life reports on two major studies conducted on 
mentoring relationships in the context of work. Her primary research 
interests are in the areas of adult development and careers, male- 
female dynamics in organizations, and organizational change processes. 
She was formerly an internal organization development consultant for a 
large insurance company. 
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My interview with Dr. Kram took place at Boston University on 
September 19, 1985, and lasted approximately one hour. 
Introduction 
Early in my interview with Kathy Kram it became apparent that 
although she had not spent a great deal of time specifically thinking 
about the relationship between mentoring and participation, she had 
explored the notion that the nature of the workplace has a definite 
impact on the extent to which mentoring relationships occur. She 
stated: 
I used to think there's not enough 
mentoring because individuals lack self 
awareness and personal skills to create 
mentoring alliances and I think that's to 
some extent true. However I think a more 
potent force is the cultural practices and 
orientation which discourage attention to 
relationships. That's usually seen as a 
distraction from what's really important 
rather than an integral part of the work¬ 
place, so I think that's really a big 
factor. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
The above quote reflects Kram's belief that organizational design 
does have a significant effect on the occurrence of mentoring in that 
organization. One of the areas to have an impact on the occurrence of 
mentoring, according to Kram, is the norms of the organization. She 
stated: 
I think the norms that are created in the 
participative organization facilitate juniors 
and seniors finding each other. So the 
emergence of mentoring relationships is much 
easier to see and to make happen in a 
85 
participative organization. The more auto¬ 
cratic the organization is, for example, the 
less mutual exchange there is between people 
of different levels of an organization. So 
I would see it as a continuum from autocratic 
to participative. And the more participative 
it is the more consistent the norms are with 
what it takes to get a mentoring relationship 
off the ground. 
In exploring the impact of participation on mentoring Kram 
suggested that the types of people who are more likely to foster and 
encourage mentoring relationships are those that feel more comfortable 
with the interpersonal dynamics which are more likely present in 
participatory rather than autocratic organizations. She stated: 
...the most effective mentors are people 
who are very comfortable with a participative 
management style and that having control and 
being "one up" is not essential to their sense 
of well being. They therefore can empower their 
proteges rather than control them, which is a 
very important aspect of a mentor relationship. 
Kram suggests that the above attitude about relationships, which 
suggests a cooperative rather than competitive stance with junior 
colleagues greatly enhances the likelihood of mentoring relationships 
occurring. She believes that an organizational culture that fosters 
cooperation between members is likely to increase the possibility 
of mentoring relationships occurring. She states: 
...in a genuinely participative culture, 
relationships take on a different meaning than 
in an autocratic culture so that by definition 
they might be more readily accessible. 
Kram suggests that the types of organizational structures that 
exist in more participatory designs provide frameworks and contexts 
within which mentoring might occur more readily. Interestingly, our 
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discussion seemed to further the notion that participation can per¬ 
petuate mentoring as a result of structural conditions present in 
participatory designs. The relationship between the two, as seen by 
Kram, emerged and appeared to become more crystalized in the course 
of the conversation. She states: 
And actually I write about task forces 
and other kinds of groups as a medium for 
juniors and seniors to hook up with each 
other. In other words, I've been postulating 
that the more participative management 
processes you have the easier it is for 
particular parties to make a connection. 
Although I hadn't thought about that in 
particularly that way. 
One of the issues focused upon by Kram was the fact that organiz- 
tions often provide little incentive for employees to mentor. She 
suggests that one effective way for oganizations to encourage 
mentoring is to somehow build it into the appraisal system of the 
organization. A key to fostering mentoring, she believes, is to 
build in rewards for mentoring. She suggests that the creation of 
such a system might be easier in a participatory design, and that 
participatory orgazations require that people take more responsibility 
for developing others. She states: 
Participatory organizations require people 
at all levels to be much more responsible and 
to be adult and not childlike. 
Kram went on to suggest that participatory organizations are more 
likely to foster peer-type mentoring relationships in part because of 
the values fostered in such organizations and in part because of some 
of the techniques used in those organizations. 
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In a participatory organization peer 
mentoring would probably be much more valued 
and present and part of life, so that mentoring 
might actually become more available and less 
exclusionary. For example things like 
quality circles and all that, what better 
forum than to form peer mentoring relation¬ 
ships . 
On Mentoring 
Kram believes that mentoring provides an important function in the 
lives of all professionals. Mentoring, she believes can take many 
forms, including the "traditional" one involving a junior/senior 
relationship in which the senior provides the junior with a host of 
valuable services including support, guidance, information, sponsor¬ 
ship, and direction. She also believes that these various services 
can be provided by a number of people, and that mentoring can also 
occur amongst peers. She suggested that "developmental relationships" 
extend beyond the classic mentor-protege model and that the likelihood 
of people having developmental relationships with several people, each 
providing a different function, is greater than finding all those 
attributes in one person. She believes that adults need mentoring at 
particular times in their careers and their lives and that the absence 
of the availability of those relationships will have an impact on the 
individual's relationship to the organization: 
I think adults need mentoring at a particular 
stage and if they don't get it inside the organi¬ 
zation they might get it outside, so I don't 
think mentoring will go away. I think it may 
occur outside rather than inside which will 
have an impact on performance. The more my 
alliances are outside the organization, the 
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less I will be committed to the work of the 
organization. 
Kram believes that a key indicator of why people change careers 
and change jobs has to do with the quality of relationships present 
for the individual: 
I think if you study why people change careers 
and change jobs often it has to do with the quality 
of relationships and the career choices people make 
because their work with "so-and-so" forces decisions. 
It's all mentoring. I can see the whole world 
through mentoring. 
In her study of mentoring, Kram concurs with other researchers 
that mentoring occurs far less often than it might, and perhaps 
should. As mentioned earlier she sees the cultural orientation of the 
organization as being a critical factor in determining whether much 
mentoring goes on. When asked to describe the organizational culture 
that might foster mentoring relationships Kram responded: 
I usually think of the type of culture, 
the informal system, the skills people have, 
the reward system, and how jobs are designed 
as the variables. Jobs would be designed to 
encourage interdependence and collaboration, 
and reward systems would encourage paying 
attention to the quality of relationships, 
in developing and approaching others. And 
the culture of the organization would see 
relationships as more than just instru¬ 
mental and vehicles. 
Consistent throughout the interview with Kram was the underlying 
belief that mentoring and other developmental relationships play a key 
role in fostering an individual’s commitment to and effective func¬ 
tioning within a given organization. 
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On Participation 
In discussing the relationship between mentoring and participa¬ 
tion, Kram discussed her view regarding the issue of whether in fact 
there is a trend toward participation occurring as is alleged in the 
current popular literature on organizational life. 
The older I get the more cynical I get. 
I don't see the shift occurring that signifi¬ 
cantly. I think people are trying, there is 
a struggle going on, a healthy struggle, but 
there's so much tradition to fight. 
Although she expressed some skepticism about whether there indeed 
is a shift occurring towards more participatory designs, she did express 
the belief that there is a shift in values occurring in American culture 
and that this shift might translate into changes in the workplace. 
...values are changing and the new workforce 
is coming in with different expectation. So that 
sort of counteracts my cynicism a little bit. But 
I don't know whether they'll all be socialized 
ten years from now or whether they'll create a new 
culture. If they are able to impact the culture 
of the organization, I think it will be toward 
participation. 
In looking at the variables that might influence an organization's 
move towards more participatory designs, Kram sees an additional issue 
being the role of top management in making changes occur. 
If you think about lower levels in an organi¬ 
zation mirroring the behavior of senior levels 
then I think the notion that it has to start at 
the top and be modeled at the top is really 
valid. And so the issue is that the senior 
managers appreciate the value of participation 
and see it as enhancing rather than threatening 
to their own success or power. 
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Mentoring and Role Relationships 
The Role of the Protege 
Kram expresses the belief that people seeking to engage in men¬ 
toring relationships need to take an active role regardless of whether 
they are seeking help or wishing to provide guidance to others. 
Proteges need to be very proactive, seeking 
out mentors, putting themselves in situations 
that invite mentoring. 
She went on to say that it is her experience that most people 
wanting to find people who will provide them with mentoring functions 
do not understand their role in increasing the likelihood of those 
relationships developing. 
Most young people going into organizations 
have their fingers crossed that someone is going 
to take an interest and they think its totally 
inappropriate to go into a more senior managers 
office and say "I'd like to bat some ideas 
around with you or I'd like some guidance"... 
Proteges were totally unaware that it was their 
behavior and their questions that got the 
relationship going. 
The Role of the Mentor 
In terms of the role that mentors play in the relationship, Kram 
believes that it is a complex one and one that many managers don t 
fully understand. Some of the roles, she believes, come easily to 
many managers. For example, she believes typical functions such as 
identifying high potential people and sponsoring them up the ladder 
are things that many managers look for in their younger employees. 
However, she believes the mentoring relationship is much more complex 
than simply helping junior members up the ladder. It requires that 
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use of more subtle, often more difficult skills. On the more 
challenging aspects of the role of the mentor Kram states: 
...they need to know how to enable potential 
proteges to dialogue with them and collaborate 
with them, so a didactic approach to mentoring 
might not be as effective as a more non-directive 
type of engagement. 
In elaborating on the multi-dimensional role of the mentor, 
Kram delineates two types of functions. One, the "career function" 
focuses on such things as sponsorship as discussed earlier. The 
other, alluded to in the above quote on the use of a more non-direc¬ 
tive approach, concerns itself with the psycho-social functioning of 
the mentor in the relationship. 
Instead of being directive, "this is what 
you should do for your career, let me tell you 
how to operate in this situation or that situa¬ 
tion," that's coaching; then there's counseling 
which is the psycho-social function and involves 
saying things like, "how are things going for 
you? Are you having any concerns about the job 
or the relatonship to the organization?" and 
allowing the protege to create the agenda for 
the discussion, so it's a non-directive kind 
of thing. 
Kram contends that this is a very difficult aspect of the mentor 
role for many would-be mentors, because for many it is not something 
that they ever experienced or that was part of their culture. 
...that's foreign to a lot of middle 
managers, especially since they've grown up 
in an autocratic culture. Nobody ever did 
that for them so why should they do that 
for someone else. Where would they have 
learned that? 
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The Gender Issue 
On the issue of cross-gender mentoring, Kram expressed the belief 
that it is much more difficult than same gender mentoring for three 
reasons. First, she believes the level of intimacy often associated 
with mentoring relationships is such that many people might tend to 
avoid the opposite sex. 
...the threat of intimacy tends to create 
a lot of avoidance, even though on the surface 
it may look like a mentoring alliance there can 
be a superficiality about it because there is 
a fear of getting too close. 
Second, she believes that sex role stereotypes and their accom¬ 
panying behaviors sometimes limit the potential of cross-gender 
relationships: 
...the sex role stereotypes, how we've been 
socialized are such so that we have a tendency 
to perpetuate a dependency between male mentors 
and female proteges which can be disfunctional 
to her development. 
Kram cites the interpretation of the relationship by other people 
in the organization as a real deterrent to cross-gender relationships. 
...how other people in the organization 
interpret the relationship...puts stress on 
the individuals and could lead to shying away 
from further involvement because of potential 
risks. 
Finally, although Kram expressed the belief that the obstacles 
for cross-gender relationships outlined above can serve as serious 
deterrents in traditional organizations, she did suggest that they may 
be more likely to be overcome in a more participatory organization. 
...in a participative organization again 
since there are more opportunities for contact 
93 
that might facilitate more interaction. The 
more open the interaction the more likely those 
things might be able to be overcome. 
Summary 
In summary, the data received from the interview with Kathy Kram 
supports the hypothesis that there is a relationship, in fact, a 
significant relationship between the presence of participatory manage¬ 
ment and the occurrence of mentoring within an organization. Further, 
the data from the interview suggest that understanding the ways in 
which these two phenomenon effect each other has important implica¬ 
tions for the successful formation of developmental relationships 
in the context of participatory management and for the mentoring 
process. 
DANIEL LEVINSON - CASE #4 
Dr. Daniel J. Levinson is a Professor of Psychology in the Depart¬ 
ment of Psychiatry of the Yale University School of Medicine, Director 
of Psychology of the Connecticut Mental Health Center, and Director of 
the Research Unit for Social Psychology and Psychiatry. His book, 
The Seasons of a Man1s Life is a landmark study and is considered by 
many to be an authoritative presentation of a model of male adult 
development. The interview with Dr. Levinson took place November 14, 
1985, at the Connecticut Mental Health Center, and lasted approximately 
an hour and a half. 
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Introduction 
More than any other of the subjects interviewed, and perhaps more 
than any other researcher on the subject, Daniel Levinson has 
struggled with the concept of mentoring, its definition, its essence. 
Although he had much to say about the various dimensions of mentoring, 
including it's occurrence in the context of participatory management, 
which this interview focused on, his discussion of the mentoring 
phenomenon itself was particularly enlightening. 
One way in which Daniel Levinson pursues the "truth" about 
mentoring is to challenge popular ideas that seem to be emerging 
regarding the way mentoring relationships occur. Recent attempts at 
understanding the mentoring process define it in simple, direct, 
concrete form by identifying the activities engaged in by people 
involved in a mentoring relationship. Levinson asserted that while 
these are reasonable efforts towards understanding the process, they 
fall short of grasping its true essence. 
The problem is that the term "mentoring" is 
in our culture...And in our culture it has all 
sorts of meanings, but they don't necessarily 
stay the same. Should they be defined in terms 
of what A does to B or for B like sponsoring, 
or teaching, or some other specific activities? 
Those are possible components of a mentoring 
relationship. They are instrumental 
activities that are involved. There are 
also qualities of the personal relationship 
like moral support, intimacy, caring, love. 
And then there is something that seems 
very important to me and my research on 
adult development which was that the mentor-- 
another possible function--that the mentor 
has some sense, however explicit or clear, 
of the goals and dreams of the mentee and 
attempts to foster the dream in various ways. 
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This fostering of the dream is a significant function of the 
mentor. It is a function that, according to Levinson, defies strict 
definition since the ways in which a mentor might foster the realiza¬ 
tion of the dream varies depending on the mentor's perception of the 
needs of the protege. 
It depends on the people involved. If I'm 
mentoring someone that I consider very talented, 
but who's having trouble defining or pursuing 
her objectives then part of what I do is, what 
I try to do is, to help her experience my sense 
of her being talented and work toward a better 
definition of herself in pursuit of her goals... 
Now with someone else who is unabashedly ambitious 
and very clear about goals then it may be 
important in our relationship, something I can 
do for that person is to think some more about 
the nature of the ambition, think some more 
about what their definition is of success and 
consider that they may have a narrow view of 
what work is about and what life is about. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
Although Levinson stated he had not done research specifically 
addressing differences in the ways different organizational models 
might foster or discourage mentoring, he did say that he has observed 
organizations to better understand the ways in which they promoted 
mentoring. On the likelihood that participation might have a posi¬ 
tive impact on the occurrence of mentoring, he had this to say: 
...a participatory system in principle 
ought to further the formation of mentoring 
because people would presumably feel more free 
to express themslves. They would be not just 
doing the job as assigned but would be thinking 
about the nature of the work and how it might 
be done better and more creatively and relation¬ 
ships would be freer. 
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He believes that this broader view of an individual's relation¬ 
ship to their work in which people are encouraged to be creative and 
approach their work from a more wholistic perspective creates condi¬ 
tions that are more likely to encourage mentoring than the traditional 
hierarchical workplace would. 
...in a hierarchical system the tremendous 
distinction is made between the person and the 
workload and one is essentially concerned with 
one's work. There is not much room for parts 
of the self other than those that are performing 
the job. I think this tends to pervade the 
relationships as well. 
Levinson expressed the belief that in hierarchical organizations, 
in contrast to participatory ones, it is very difficult to develop 
meaningful relationships because of issues of power that constantly 
interfere with the development of supportive relationships, and that 
this difficulty is present amongst peers as well as within the 
hierarchy. 
In a very hierarchical system, a person is 
with superordinates, superiors, or subordinates. 
If you're with superordinates or subordinates 
then you have to manage the authority aspects of 
your role and you can't get too personal. If 
you're with peers, the competitive aspects of 
the situation are strong and you can hardly 
get personal that way also. 
On Mentoring 
As mentioned earlier, Levinson finds that the more one examines 
the phenomenon of mentoring the more one is likely to come to an 
understanding of its illusiveness and thus its defiance of strict 
definition. One area that he believes is an important aspect of 
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mentoring is its role in relationship to the concept of "The Dream" 
in adult development. 
In early adulthood, one may have a dream 
or at least a fantasy and roles about what one 
wants to become as an adult, particularly in 
the work world, although from my point of view 
it doesn't have to be there. One has a dream, 
that dream is very precarious. Certainly in 
the 20's and for most people in the 30's. And 
the mentor then can provide various functions 
around that in helping to define it more, of 
supporting it, of helping a person feel that 
he or she is worthy of it and has the qualities 
needed to pursue it and achieve it and things 
of that sort. 
Although Levinson shyed away from the idea that one could 
describe mentoring strictly by breaking it down into the various 
functions present in a mentoring relationship, he did suggest that 
the concept of mentoring might be present in a variety of relation¬ 
ships at a variety of levels. 
I would say that a relationship may be more 
or less mentorial, I'm using the adjective. 
From zero to something very high--if an adviser 
gives good advice and recommendations and so on, 
then that is a, that would have to be called a 
mentoring relationship. 
On Participation 
In terms of any movement towards more participatory designs in 
the American workplace, Levinson acknowledged that he personally has 
not spent any time researching the area formally and that his beliefs 
about it are based on his own observations and intuitions and were, 
from his perspective, a bit controversial. 
My own impression, my own intuitive 
understanding of that term "participatory 
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is that firms have not moved very far. I 
don't think that people below the middle¬ 
man level or so have much sense of having 
a voice in policy and so on. The hierarchy 
is still quite strong in most organizations. 
In fact, even with the people in more senior 
positions, there are a lot of questions of 
whether they are making policy or only 
carrying it out. 
Mentoring and Role Relationships 
On the issue of roles in mentoring relationships, Levinson was 
hesitant to identify particular behaviors required of mentor and 
mentee. He maintained, as alluded to earlier, that what an individual 
does in that relationship depends to a greater extent on what is 
needed. In looking at activities that might foster mentoring rela¬ 
tionships he discussed role related activities in more global terms, 
first addressing the role of the organization. 
I think organizations should create a culture 
and a specific atmosphere that values what you 
might call cross-status relationships, more 
junior and more senior members, and lower status 
and higher status members...Then one of the 
things that could be done would be to find ways 
of indicating to newcomers and to more junior 
members that people who are farther along than 
they are might be available in ways that might 
be helpful to them in their work or personally. 
This establishing of cultural norms indicating an openness of 
seniors to juniors and across organizational lines would do more to 
foster mentoring, believes Levinson, than providing prescriptive 
advice on how to mentor, or how to find a mentor. 
There's something about exploring the 
possibilities of relationships with the 
people around you, and not only if you're 
at the top of the organization. It seems 
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to me that that would be of value and would 
tend to increase the number of mentoring 
relationships. I think that idea sometimes 
gets translated into too literal a form, sort 
of like prescriptions, so they miss the point. 
If someone would like a mentoring relation¬ 
ship it takes more than just going out and 
finding one, it involves some exploring and 
finding someone who truly understands your 
needs. 
Levinson went on to say that much of the popular literature on 
mentoring does more to confuse than to clarify: 
I've seen a fair amount of popular litera¬ 
ture... which is saying that you need a mentor in 
the same way you need a computer or something. 
It's an instrument in your advancement and there 
is really nothing about a relationship only about 
very instrumental functions. 
Levinson expressed some very strong beliefs on the need for 
senior managers to have available to them the opportunity to mentor. 
The importance of the availability of mentoring in organizations is 
for the benefit, he believes, not only of the potential mentees, but 
of the organization and the potential mentors. 
I think there are lots of managers who are 
over 45 or so who are probably as high as they 
are going to go, they might get a little higher 
they might not, might have a little concern that 
they'll go lower. A lot of managers hit a level 
at around 45 and stay at the level for the next 
15 or 20 years until they retire. The work for 
many of them is not very rewarding so having 
mentoring relationships really would be enriching 
to them. 
The Gender Issue 
Levinson had some very specific and very strong views on the role 
gender plays in mentoring relationships. He believes that to under 
stand the gender issue in regards to mentoring, we must first look at 
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the gender issue as it relates to work. He believes that although 
the role of women in work has changed some, it continues to subordin¬ 
ate them. 
I believe that in general there is a 
tremendous amount of segregation by gender in 
subordination of women in social life, work 
life, even in the family. But in terms of 
work life, there are very basic ideas as to 
what is woman's work and women by and large 
are held to that with some drastic exceptions. 
I believe there is a historic process that has 
been going on for a couple of hundred years of 
women moving outside the home and into the work 
world. But mostly in segregated and subordinate 
places. It is much more recent that there is 
an effort to permit entry and advancement of 
women into sectors that before were men only. 
Levinson believes that this subordination of women in the culture 
and specifically in the workplace creates real limitations for women 
both as mentees and mentors. 
What this means for mentoring is that one, 
most women don't invest a great deal of them¬ 
selves in work. They're not supposed to. I 
mean the traditional pattern is that women 
work only out of financial necessity or to pass 
the time. The concept of the "career woman" is 
still a very unpopular one, it's very negative 
by and large in our culture. So it's just 
beginning to happen that women take work very 
seriously in the sense that they invest them¬ 
selves in it and see it as something they can 
get intrinsic satisfaction from and that making 
a contribution in work, advancing in work, 
giving and receiving a lot through work is 
still relatively new. 
Another reason for the lack of availability of mentoring oppor¬ 
tunities for women, according to Levinson, has to do with the atti¬ 
tudes of men regarding relationships with women. These attitudes 
have an impact on cross-gender relationships in all its possible forms 
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...most of the men are still anxious 
about having women around and certainly 
about having women on equal terms so that 
there aren't very many men who have strong 
mentorial interest in women. They may have 
sexual or other interests but it's not very 
common that they're mentorial. 
Although admitting a lack of empirical data on the subject, 
Levinson believes that the difficulty around mentoring between men and 
women also extends into these kinds of relationships amongst women. 
The senior women say that the younger 
women aren't interested in them as mentors 
because they are looking to the men and they 
don't value the senior women. The younger 
women say they find the senior women rather 
imposing and controlling or just not offering 
enough. They turn to the men because the 
women are not offering what they want. 
Levinson also believes that one of the differences for men and 
women in becoming mentors has to do with different generative needs 
among men and women. 
For a lot of men in their 40's and 50's, 
it makes sense that they would want to have 
good relationships with young adults that are 
in their 20's and 30's, particularly where 
the senior men have been working hard to get 
ahead for a long time and now they would 
like to enjoy life more and have better 
relationships. 
He suspects that the needs of women at that point in their lives, 
are traditionally, different than those of men. 
...many women who have been through that 
and then go to work want to stop doing what they 
consider the maternal thing. They say things 
like "my tit has been sucked on long enough," 
and that's not what work is all about. It 
takes a lot of different forms. Given the 
image of what we have in our culture of the 
sort of warm, compassionate, maternal woman, 
a lot of women after 40 or so don't want that 
kind of mentoring. 
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Summa ry 
It is evident through his writing and in his conversation about 
adult development and mentoring that Daniel Levinson is profoundly 
concerned with the human condition. Of utmost importance to him in 
any discussion of mentoring is consideration of those factors that 
help contribute to one s movement toward the fullest development of 
one's potential; all other considerations, including benefits to 
organizations, are secondary. The mentoring relationship, he 
believes, is a potentially enriching one for both mentors and mentees. 
It does not occur, he believes, nearly as much as it could or should. 
WILLIAM OUCHI - CASE #5 
Dr. William Ouchi is a Professor in the Graduate School of Manage¬ 
ment at the University of California at Los Angeles. His book Theory Z 
is widely considered a groundbreaking book on the application of 
Japanese management techniques in American corporations. He has 
consulted with many Fortune 500 companies on the application of 
Theory Z principles to their organization. The interview with Dr. 
Ouchi took place on the telephone, October 18, 1985, and lasted 
approximately thirty minutes. 
Introduction 
William Ouchi expressed a strong belief in the application of the 
principles of participation in the American workplace. His belief in 
the virtues of participation are reflected in his beliefs about the 
impact participation has on the nature and depth of relationships in 
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those organizations. Throughout my interview with him, Ouchi made 
comments about the importance of relationships in organizations, 
including mentoring, and the many benefits accrued by organizations 
that utilize participation and foster mentoring. 
There are many benefits to participation, 
and to having relationships that encourage people 
to interact. The result is often lower incidence 
of abusive management, higher rate of employee 
development, fewer errors in placing people in 
jobs, and higher levels of commitment to the 
organization. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
Ouchi expressed the belief that a participative work environment 
would greatly enhance the likelihood of mentoring relationships 
occuring in a broader range of possibilities. Participation, he 
believes, provides a much freer context in which mentoring relation¬ 
ships can occur in contrast to the more restrictive environment of 
a hierarchical organization. On the impact of participation on 
mentoring he stated: 
Well, it permits lateral mentoring far 
more readily. I think the existence of a 
participative atmosphere legitimates inti¬ 
macy. I think that the existence of 
participative management reduces the 
necessity for a direct superior to present 
an objective disinterested evaluation of 
a subordinate because participation 
implies that several people will be 
involved in the evaluation of each 
employee, so that the direct superior is 
free to have a biased view in favor of the 
subordinate and therefore free to enter 
into a mentoring relationship. 
Although Ouchi believes that participation fosters the occurrence 
of mentoring relationships, he did agree that there may be, as a 
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result of fewer levels in the hierarchy, fewer potential mentors 
available. 
Logically speaking, fewer levels implies 
a broader span of control and necessarily implies 
fewer superiors to go around and probably fewer 
mentors... regardless of the willingness of 
people to be mentors. 
While he believes the availability of traditional mentoring 
relationships might be more limited in a participatory organization 
as a result of reduced levels in the hierarchy, he also believes that 
the likelihood is there that people will engage in a broader range 
of mentoring-type relationships with a larger number of people. He 
believes that this shift towards multiple mentors is a positive one 
and will change the dynamics of the mentoring experience in a positive 
way. He likened the shift to a more dispersed view of mentoring 
relationships verses the focus on one relationship to that of the 
family. 
It’s kind of like having a family to 
support you and maintain a marital relation¬ 
ship as opposed to not having a family to 
support you and putting all your eggs into 
your marital relationship and over¬ 
stressing it. 
He went on to say that this development of multiple supports in 
the context of participation takes some of the pressure off those 
relationships and also eases the tension of transition out of 
mentoring relationships. 
...tensions will necessarily build up in any 
single diadic relationship... If you have other 
similar diadic relationships you won't have as 
much at stake in any given one...you might not 
have a momentous breakup because you wouldn t 
have to put as much stress on any one relation¬ 
ship . 
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Ouchi expressed the belief that although a shift toward participa 
tion creates some problems and challenges in terms of availability of 
mentoring relationships, the benefits in terms of the many ways parti¬ 
cipation can foster mentoring far outweigh the difficulties. 
On Mentoring 
On the issue of mentoring in general, Ouchi expressed the belief 
that it is an important dimension in the management of any organiza¬ 
tion and provides the members of the organization with important 
relationship-building functions. He believes that developmental 
relationships across hierarchical lines are important, as are 
supportive relationships amongst peers. He believes that for the 
sake of clarity it may be important to distinguish between mentoring 
and other types of supportive relationships. 
I think it might be helpful to reserve the 
term "mentoring" specifically for a relationship 
in which there is a hierarchical difference 
between the participants...Advisory relation¬ 
ships between non-peers are also important... 
It's just that if you use it (the term 
mentoring) in the less restrictive form then 
you've got to explain to people each time 
what you mean by it. 
On Participation 
In speaking about participation in the course of this interview 
Ouchi addressed the issue of decision-making and how relationships 
change as a result of the way decision-making changes and is conse¬ 
quently improved. 
I think that the fundamental ways in 
which relationships change is that decisions 
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are decentralized and consequently everybody 
has accountability and responsibility and 
thus the overall decision-making capacity of 
the organization as a whole is improved. 
Ouchi also addressed the issue of diversity as it relates to the 
participatory organization and suggested that the emergence of greater 
participation in general contributes to the greater acceptance of 
diversity in the workforce of the organization. 
A participative structure legitimates 
an expression of individual concern for 
people and for anyone who is deviant in 
any culture, it provides openings in 
relationships for them. 
Mentoring and Role Relationships 
In the course of the interview, it became apparent that Ouchi was 
of the opinion that shifts in organizations toward greater participa¬ 
tion created significant changes in the ways both mentees and mentors 
approach those relationships. 
The Role of the Mentee 
Ouchi felt that to engage in mentoring relationships within a 
participatory context, mentees need to be willing to adopt a very 
open attitude in the relationship. 
I think it (participation) implies on the 
part of the mentee a willingness to take advice, 
repond to advice, to receive feedback, negative 
as well as positive. It implies a willingness 
on the part of the mentee to be willing to 
discuss candid feelings of self appraisal. 
Ouchi believes that in a participatory context the mentee is 
more vulnerable since information about relationships is generally 
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more visible. However, he believes that this vulnerability also 
extends to the mentor. 
...under participative management the 
manager who is in a mentoring role will be 
less protected from resistance from the 
mentee and will be more open to criticism 
by the mentee than would be true in a 
mentoring relationship in a more hierarch¬ 
ical situation. 
The Role of the Mentor 
Ouchi also believes that mentors in participative organizations 
can help mentees in ways not likely in hierarchical organizations. 
Because of increased visibility mentors 
can help mentees learn more from their 
experience and thus be more accurate and 
realistic in assessing their own skills and 
abilities. 
The Gender Issue 
On the issue of gender role and mentoring, Ouchi expressed the 
belief that participation will lead to greater involvement of men and 
women with each other's development and that opportunities for involve¬ 
ment in such relationships will increase, particularly for women. 
Well, I think the existence of participatory 
management frameworks will encourage mentoring 
relationships generally, but will particularly 
encourage them for women in all possible 
combinations, male subordinate/female superior, 
female subordinate/male superior, etc. 
Ouchi expressed the belief that increased visibility of relation¬ 
ships might hinder the development of more cross-gender mentoring 
relationships, however he felt that the dynamics of participation 
(i.e., increased communication) would be a force strong enough to 
counteract any negatives. 
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I think that increased participation will 
make relationships more visible, however if 
communication is occurring effectively that 
(visibility) should not be a major problem. 
Summary 
In general, William Ouchi expressed great optimism at the prospect 
of participation flourishing in the American workplace, and also 
expressed great optimism that developmental relationships of all kinds, 
including mentoring would, by design, be part of that trend toward 
participation. 
EDGAR SCHEIN - CASE #6 
Dr. Edgar Schein is Professor of Management at the Sloan School 
of Management, Massachusetts Institute of Technology. For the past 
twenty years he has been a major voice in the areas of management and 
organization development. Several of his books are considered classics 
in the field including Process Consultation and Career Dynamics: 
Matching Individual and Organizational Needs. His concept "Career 
Anchors" is considered a major contribution to the understanding of 
adult career development. The interview with Dr. Schein took place 
October 9, 1985, at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and 
lasted for approximately one hour. 
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Introduction 
The interview with Edgar Schein was very challenging in that he 
continually challenged my ideas. We spent a good deal of time at the 
outset of the interview struggling over a definition of participation. 
In fact, he was reluctant to accept any definition I could conjure up 
for the term, stating that my definitions had nothing wrong with them 
yet were too abstract. When asked if he could share a working defini¬ 
tion with me he responded, "No, I think that the problem with the word 
is that it eludes definition because it has so many variables." This 
statement illuminated our discussion and led to what I felt ultimately 
was a more fruitful one. 
Two other issues that emerged early in our discussion and seemed 
to remain were the concept of mentoring being a mutual process, and 
also one which needs to be considered in the context of the organiza¬ 
tional needs. 
I always have thought that one of the 
essential characteristics of mentoring is that 
the mentor gets some special needs met as well, 
personal needs, and that that creates the 
intensity, that it isn't like building a 
political alliance which is more the sponsor¬ 
ship idea. It's more of an emotional 
alliance where what the two parties are 
getting is different, but they're both 
getting something. 
In terms of the organizational context, Schein maintained 
that there are some organizations whose culture fosters the kind of 
openness and communication that would enhance participation and 
developmental relationships and there are others whose culture is 
such that they intentionally disuade such norms. 
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I think it depends on the task to be 
performed and the cultural assumptions of the 
organization. I know both kinds of organiza¬ 
tions. I know ones that thrive on openness 
and I know others that thrive on minding your 
own business and everybody doing as best a 
job as they can in their own bailiwick. 
Both kinds of organizations can be very 
effective, but they reflect different 
theories of their founders and their 
early experience. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
On the issue of whether participation would foster a greater 
amount of mentoring, Schein was non-comittal regarding any knowledge 
about how this is currently occurring in organizations but he did 
speculate as to whether it might. 
If people interact more, which would be 
implied by your definition of participative 
management then there would be more chances 
for people to find relationships that are 
mutually meaningful, so logically one would 
say that mentoring relationships would be 
more frequent in a more participative 
setting. 
On Mentoring 
Of all the researchers and writers on mentoring, Schein seems to 
function as a sort of quality control engineer. It is in his work, 
almost exclusively, that there is discussion of the negative aspects 
around mentoring, including such issues as when not to mentor, how 
not to mentor, and some of the liabilities around mentoring. In 
response to the question, "Are people who have mentors and have organi¬ 
zations that encourage mentoring better off than those that do not? 
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To me that itself is a question that hasn't 
been definitely answered and it might depend on 
the people. There might be some people who 
can't get along in organizations without mentors 
so for them they need it, if the environment 
fosters it, that's good for them. There are 
other people who are perfectly fine getting 
along without mentors and for them to be put 
into a mentoring program as some companies 
have tried is rather dysfunctional because 
they neither need it or want it, so I have 
trouble with the generalization that more 
mentoring is better. It depends on the needs 
of the people and the company. 
Schein is particularly leery of those organizations that try to 
foster mentoring through formal mentoring programs: 
...formal programs deny reality. If you 
define mentoring as a relationship that gets 
both sets of needs met then the odds of a 
formal program matching people well enough to 
get those emotional needs met is just so low, 
you shouldn't expect a formal program to do 
anything. 
Schein believes that even in situations where mentoring is 
encouraged and fostered, there are potential problems that emerge. 
These problems have to do with the expectations of the individuals 
engaged in the relationship. 
If the relationship is at all close, 
there may be distorted perceptions, and the 
person may over value the degree to which 
the younger person has potential and may 
even make some promises that they can't keep. 
That's one of the dangers from particularly 
the subordinate point of view in choosing a 
mentor, you might end up with someone who 
promises to get you places and can't deliver. 
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On Participation 
As mentioned earlier, Schein was hesitant to accept a working 
definition of participation stating that they all seem too general and 
that the word itself does not lend itself to exploration as a concrete 
concept. He stated he was more comfortable thinking of participation 
on a continuum: 
I tend to think more in terms of scales of 
participation, from total alienation in a 
slave-labor camp to being on the central strategy 
committee or being the general manager's right 
hand person. 
Schein expressed the belief that problems arise in an organiza¬ 
tion that attempts to shift towards more participatory designs when 
people are forced to change the types of relationships they engage in 
within the organization. He stipulated that the difficulties were 
not exclusive to mentoring relationships but had to do with individuals' 
approaches to relationships in general. 
I think that what would happen is if a 
company fostered a more participative environ¬ 
ment and if there were some people who were 
uncomfortable with that level of closeness and 
power sharing and senior management was very 
serious about it, what would happen is that 
they would essentially force out the people 
who were not comfortable with it...the 
problem wouldn't arise from the mentoring 
per se, the problem would arise from the 
initial participation, the pressure to be 
involved in relationships. If you're not 
that kind of person you're gonna hate that 
kind of environment. 
The biggest problem, said Schein, in trying to make a shift from 
a hierarchical to a more participatory organization has to do with 
the expectations of those in the managerial ranks. 
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...there are assumptions about managerial 
prerogatives and rights that attract a lot of 
people into management, they go into manage¬ 
ment because they think they are going to be 
the boss and they're going to make the 
decisions and if they find themselves in an 
organization that says, "Hey, you've got it 
all wrong; what we really want you to do is 
to consult your people and come to consensus" 
those kinds of individuals are likely to 
leave that organization. 
Mentoring and Role Relationships 
Throughout his writing on mentoring and my discussion with Schein, 
it was clear that he pays close attention to the role of relationships 
involved in mentoring. He consistently maintains that mutuality is a 
critical aspect of the successful mentoring relationships. His belief 
in this is reflected in his words about the benefits of mentoring to 
the mentor: 
I think what the mentor gets out of the 
mentoring relationship is a sense of self con¬ 
firmation, that you have a relationship with 
a colleague or a subordinate that makes you 
feel understood in doing valuable things and 
when you find such a person and develop a 
trust relationship with them, so you know 
that they're not just flattering you or 
lying to you, then that's very rewarding for 
the senior person because in most organiza¬ 
tions getting real feedback is very difficult. 
You don't get it from appraisals, so if you 
get it out of a mentoring relationship you 
have a very high incentive and if that 
person really develops then it also creates 
a sense of pride that I helped that person 
get there. 
Schein believes that the relationship that develops through 
mentoring in its true sense evolves into one that extends beyond the 
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needs of the organization into one that has greater significance for 
both parties and requires actions on the part of the mentor that 
extend beyond the scope of the organization. 
...to me the reason you mentor someone is 
because of generative needs which are very 
personal, or maybe getting admiration, positive 
feedback from a particular individual whose 
judgement you value. 
...it's a way of gaining immortality. 
Pass yourself on through somebody else. That's 
what we do with our kids. But I can think of 
many cases where the mentor really might be 
saying to the mentee: you really should be 
getting out of this organization and doing 
something on your own because you'll never 
have a chance to really use your talents 
here and good mentoring doesn't automatically 
mean working on behalf of the organization, 
and you might counsel that individual to leave. 
In speculating on changes that might occur with regard to role 
relationships and mentoring, Schein related a phenomenon that might 
have significance for mentoring in a more participatory design. His 
speculation had to do with the possibility of mentoring occurring more 
amongst peers than up hierarchies. While he believes that there needs 
to be some difference in terms of knowledge and experience, he 
suggested that relationships between people who are closer in rank 
are often better than relationships that are separated by several 
levels in a hierarchy. 
...it's more of a big brother relation¬ 
ship, rather than a father/son relationship... 
the older brother relationship is in fact the 
most productive, because fathers have the 
problem that they are in another world so 
what they're trying to teach you might not be 
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what you see as relevant, the distance is too 
great. An older brother can be perceived as 
still in the world in which you're entering 
and therefore can be a better role model, a 
better source of learning than a father 
figure. 
The Gender Issue 
In terms of the gender issue, Schein expressed the belief that 
there are no significant differences in the ways men and women engage 
in mentoring relationships and that the difficulties that arise in 
cross-gender relationships have more to do with perceptions of those 
relationships by others rather than the relationships themselves. 
...in principle I don't think it makes any 
difference, as far as what the mentor gets out 
of it and what the mentee gets out of it, but 
in business organizations the image problem is 
probably serious because all the problems that 
have arisen have not been around what goes on 
between the mentor and the mentee but what 
people perceive is going on. 
Summary 
It is clear that Edgar Schein believes the mentoring relationship 
to be a valuable one for the right individuals under the right circum¬ 
stances. It is also clear that he has reservations about them in terms 
of the role of the organization. From his perspective, it appears clear 
that it is a relationship to be managed by the individuals and should 
not in any formal way be influenced by the needs of the organization. 
AGNES MISSIRIAN - CASE #7 
Dr. Agnes Missirian is Chairman of the Management Department at 
Bentley College. Her book The Corporate Connection: Why Executive 
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~omen _ee(* Ment°rs to Reach the Top examines the role that mentoring 
plays in the lives of women in the corporate hierarchy. Missirian's 
interests include: women and leadership, the dynamics of male/female 
relationships in the workplace, and creating conditions that foster 
individual development in the workplace. The interview with Dr. 
Missirian took place October 21, 1985, at Bentley College and lasted 
approximately one hour. 
Introduction 
It became clear in my interview with Agnes Missirian that she has 
spent a great deal of time thinking about, talking about, and writing 
about mentoring and supportive relationships in general. In our 
discussion, there were numerous references to experiments run and 
projects conducted that shed light on our topic of discussion but 
have yet to be formally written up. It was clear from the interview 
that the issue of mentoring and supportive relationships in the work¬ 
place is an issue that Missirian has very strong beliefs about both in 
terms of individual and organizational responsibility. 
I think that part of our societal 
objectives, organizational and societal, 
ought to be to develop people in the best 
way that they can. I'm of the opinion that 
frustrated middle managers aren't good for 
any organization so I don't want them, but 
if they're good, they belong someplace else 
and wherever that someplace is, we ought to 
help them to get there. If "getting there" 
is outside our organization, that's okay too. 
She went on to say that there ought to be efforts on the part of 
organizations to identify people who can best help in the matching 
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process outlined above, and that these people can serve a valuable 
function in the organization. 
If the notion that the positive aspects of 
mentoring could be espoused by organizations 
such that some of their best management people 
instead of being dumped or retired simply 
because the organization doesn't need that level 
of expertise at this point to move up, that 
there ought to be a place for another level 
of management that could be acting as the 
senior gurus, if you will, to help younger 
levels of management achieve their best 
potential. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
Missirian expressed the belief that participatory designs provided 
ideal opportunities for mentoring relationships to get established in 
that they provide forums in which potential matches can occur more 
easily as a result of greater visibility. On the opportunities that 
participatory designs offer for the identification of potential 
proteges by potential mentors, Missirian stated: 
It helps to see them in a group setting 
where they're being asked to respond to some¬ 
thing and they have to interact with thoughts 
and ideas coming from a variety of directions 
and they have to present their own ideas in 
such a forum. That's an ideal way for any 
ranking person to spot potential proteges, 
people whose point of view, way of thinking 
is creative, is broader in scope, people who 
see a distinction between strategic and 
operational issues, people who conceptualize 
well...I think that participatory management, 
involving people in the stages of decision 
making, in brainstorming, or at any level 
of decision making beyond the brainstorming 
stage where you are working in any particular 
groups or task forces, whatever, all of 
those offer opportunities for mentoring 
relationships to develop. 
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On Mentoring 
One of the issues to emerge repeatedly in the interview with 
Missirian was the idea that mentoring exists on a continuum of 
possible supportive relationships, and that it is often helpful to 
consider aspects of the issue as they relate to various points on the 
continuum. Of particular significance here is the idea that although 
everyone needs support, not everyone is right for a mentoring rela¬ 
tionship . 
...there is a continuum of supportive 
relationships and mentoring relationships per 
se, everybody isn't up for, so there's a range 
there and I'm in favor of whatever level of 
supportive relationship your personality will 
allow, and I do think there's a personality 
factor involved her...I think that the act of 
being supportive to other people across 
divisional lines and across, above, and below 
hierarchy is an important cultural norm to be 
established in an organization. 
On Participation 
Missirian had a great deal to say about the concept of participa¬ 
tion as a real phenomenon in the contemporary American business organi¬ 
zation. Like many of her colleagues interviewed, she expressed 
skepticism about the presence of participation in companies and thus 
my definition of participation. While she did acknowledge that there 
are many organizational efforts at participation going on, none she 
believes are operating totally in that way, "...if you know of one I 
wish you would tell me about it so we could go and study it." 
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She made the observation that one of the issues that arises with 
organizations is people's perception of what participation in that 
organization is all about and the reality of it. 
There's often a misunderstanding on the 
part of participants in an organization that 
participation in discussion of issues means a 
say in the actual making of the decision and 
I would make that particular distinction. 
There are some organizations in which decision 
making is by group or consensus, I don't know 
of a great many of them, but there are many 
that that may be the general perception, but 
more often the participation is by way of 
acquainting the various levels with what is 
being thought about, with what's in the 
offing, and getting inputs and responses to 
issues or goals, and having that thinking be 
part of the decision making process. It 
doesn't mean that all the people involved 
participating in the thinking-through are 
involved in the decision making. 
She believes that this qualified nature of participation in the 
workplace is true not only in the American organization but is also 
present in the Japanese organization where participation is touted 
as the way. 
Even in Japanese management situations 
where we're talking about bottom up, when you 
get through reading all of that, there's a line 
there somewhere that says that the person who 
owns the organization, the CEO is the person 
who ultimately makes the decision, and the 
decision is based on not only the strategic 
direction the CEO wants the organization to 
go but the choice is based on which of the 
strategies has the greater likelihood of 
successful implementation and that's where 
the participation factor comes into play. 
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Missirian pointed out that there are often limits to the use of 
participation in American organizations because of the rates of 
change and the need to sometimes make decisions swiftly. 
In a dynamic organization, it is very 
difficult to allow a truly participative 
machanism to work its way through because 
there isn't time to ask for input. There 
are times when the timeline is short and 
decisions need to be made. The feedback loop 
doesn't take place and so a decision is made 
on something that in fact appears to be 
contrary to what the input was in the parti¬ 
cipatory session. 
Mentoring and Role Relationships 
Throughout the interview with Missirian, it was evident that she 
had strong beliefs about the obligation of top management to engage 
in mentoring activities for the sake of the organization and the 
members of that organization. 
The Role of the Mentor 
The role of the mentor, Missirian believes, is two pronged, 
involving the perpetuation of the organization through sponsorship, 
and the development of the individual through attention to their 
personal growth. On the obligation of sponsorship for the sake of 
perpetuity, she stated: 
I see that as one of the principal 
responsibilities of top management. In my 
mind there is no question about that. Top 
management is charged with the responsibility 
of profitability, growth and perpetuity, and 
perpetuity speaks to the issue of bringing 
along a sequence or generation of managers 
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that would be able to be a vital resource for 
that company and that is one of the key 
responsibilities of top management. 
On the responsibility to the individual, she stated: 
Part of the responsibility of the mentor, 
as I would see it in a mentoring relationship, 
would be for the protege to grow to their 
potential. Now that doesn't necessarily mean 
in the same organization. It means that that 
person be able, to borrow a hackneyed expres¬ 
sion, "self-actualize," if you will, making it 
possible for that person to see and recognize 
their own potential and move purposefully 
toward that potential, in that organization, 
in some other organization, or in some 
organization that they may create of their 
own, that's the key issue for me in any case. 
The Role of the Mentee 
Missirian has some very specific views on the role of the protege, 
particularly in regards to the beginnings of the relationship. There 
are, she believes, a great deal of misconceptions around the ways 
mentoring relationships get started. 
I happen to be one of those people who 
thinks that you don't go out searching for a 
mentor. A mentor is not supposed to be your 
savior or anything like that and any of the 
pop literature that suggests that you go out 
and shake the corporate tree searching around 
for a mentor is a lot of crap. 
Missirian's beliefs in this area arise out of her research around 
the way mentoring alliances are built. Her observation, supported by 
her research, is that mentoring relationships emerge in a more subtle 
fashion than the idea that people go out and pick mentors and usually 
involves a more significant role on the part of the mentor. 
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All the research that I have done suggests 
that mentoring usually emerges from some resource 
or reference group and it is usually the mentor 
who spots the protege and usually it's not 
something overt where this person says, "Oh 
wow, there's a good person for me to go and 
mentor." It is usually a person who is a 
professional manager who, at a particular 
place in a particular encounter spots someone 
that has qualities about the way they are... 
and finds some reason for wanting to assist 
or help that person...and they're (the mentors) 
usually people also who are comfortable enough 
with themselves and are secure enough in 
themselves that they don't have any problem 
helping somenody else who at some later date 
might become a rival or competitor. 
While Missirian believes, as indicated above, that the mentor is 
the one to initially identify and initiate the relationship, there are 
things that the potential proteges can do to increase the likelihood 
that they do in fact get involved in the kinds of developmental rela¬ 
tionships that help them in their careers. 
Things they, the proteges, need to be doing, 
is to present themselves in the best way they can. 
That is to say, people who are pursuing their own 
goals and pursuing their own dreams within the 
organizational context and beyond in the best way 
that they know how, and that's intelligent self 
interest, and anybody who is doing interesting 
and exciting things who is interested in 
learning, and in learning you are expanding your 
horizons, you are expanding your interaction 
with people from whom you can learn...and in 
the process of doing that it is possible that 
that kind of relationship may emerge... 
Missirian believes that it is important for both mentor and 
mentee to understand their roles in the relationship clearly. The 
issue of responsibility in the relationship, she believes, is 
paramount. 
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...the notion that someone else is going 
to be responsible for your career development 
is an erroneous assumption. Responsibility for 
your own career development is yours, it's not 
a mentor's responsibility, so it does bring it 
back to that again and a good mentor will 
never allow you to be a hanger on. 
The Gender Issue 
On the issue of gender Missirian has some very specific views 
regarding its impact on mentoring. Although she believes that 
gender plays a role in terms of opportunities for mentoring with 
men and women, she believes the phenomenon itself does not differ 
significantly for men and women. 
I think that my own research and subsequent 
research that's been done will underscore the 
fact that people who are mentors, both men and 
women, mentor both men and women, and it isn't 
the fact that the protege is male or female 
that is the attraction. It is who and what 
that person is, or who and what that person 
represents, that's what it's about so it's 
really not gender specific. My experience 
also though I haven't written on this research 
but just in terms of independent interactions 
with men who have had mentors, all of the 
behaviors that I have specified, the 
behaviors that male mentors engage in with 
female proteges that I wrote about, in 
every encounter that I've had, in about 
five or six years now, very outstanding 
men, personally and in terms of their 
positions, their response to their mentors 
were almost identical to female proteges in 
respect to their mentors, so right down to 
the feelings, they used the same words, the 
same tone of voice, "too close," so I don't 
see it as gender specific at all. 
Although she believes the experience of being involved in a 
mentoring relationship is not significantly different for men and 
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women, Missinan believes women face challenges that sometimes make 
it difficult for them to get the kind of visibility and acknowledge¬ 
ment required to be seen as an attractive potential protege by a 
prospective mentor. This difficulty, she believes, has to do with 
the way women are perceived in the workplace, and specifically the 
way women are perceived and responded to in work groups. 
With respect to men and women there is a 
difference and it is a difference in the way 
that men and women interact... If there is a 
large group, or any number, say five to 
twelve men and women in a conference setting 
where you are discussing issues, guaranteed 
the women will not speak up as often as the 
men, if they offer a thought or suggestion 
that is important it will be ignored and it 
will be picked up by another male member 
of the group at which point three or four 
people will say, "Wow, that's a really good 
idea. Why don't we go on that" and no one 
will remember that it was originally advanced 
by woman X unless that woman speaks, and 
pursues it...or unless there is a male 
member who says, "But wait a minute, isn't 
that what Jane said earlier?" 
Another issue related to gender and mentoring for Missirian 
involves the cultural norms established in regards to cross-gender 
mentoring and the extent to which relationships are developed across 
division lines. 
I think that it is important that the 
act of being supportive to other people across 
division lines and across, above and below the 
hierarchy is an important cultural norm that 
hopefully will help to demistify this notion 
that everybody who is supportive of someone 
or everybody that's involved in an intimate 
professional relationship is somehow sleeping 
with someone. I think that that's something 
that does need to be demystified. 
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While Missirian believes that there are often misconceptions and 
false assumptions made about people engaged in cross-gender mentoring 
relationships, she believes it is important to understand what the 
basis of these misconceptions and false assumptions are. There is, 
she believes, a need to understand the dynamics of sexuality that 
come into play when supportive relationships such as mentoring develop 
between men and women. 
Men and women are sexual beings and if 
you are continuously interacting with somebody 
whose thoughts and ideas you find appealing, at 
some point along the way, if you don't also find 
their person appealing, it would be a big 
surprise. The question is not whether or not 
you find somebody sexually attractive to you, 
but whether or not you choose to act on the 
attraction, at which point now comes the 
question of levels of maturity and levels of 
professionalism. That doesn't have anything 
to do with mentoring, that has to do with 
precisely what I said, levels of maturity and 
levels of professionalism. 
Summary 
Agnes Missirian has spent a great deal of time thinking about, 
talking about, and writing about the mentoring relationship, 
particularly how it occurs in various organizational contexts, and 
how it occurs for men and women. She is committed to creating a 
better understanding of the process of mentoring and in increasing 
the likelihood of it occurring more frequently and more meaningfully 
amongst and between men and women in the workplace. 
...I'm encouraged by the fact that people 
are doing more research. I happen to think that 
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mentoring is one of the most powerful, least 
used tools in the management kit that we have. 
We haven't used it enough. 
HARRY LEVINSON - CASE #8 
Dr. Harry Levinson is an Industrial Psychologist, who for the 
past twenty-five years has been a major voice in the field of manage¬ 
ment and executive development. He has written numerous award-winning 
books and articles, many for the "Harvard Business Review." He has 
taught at Harvard University and Boston University. He is President 
of the Levinson Insitute, where he consults with CEO's of many major 
multi-national corporations. His noted books include: The Exceptional 
Executive, The Great Jackass Fallacy, and most recently, CEO. The 
interview with Dr. Levinson took place December 5, 1985, at the 
Levinson Institute, and lasted approximately one hour and fifteen 
minutes. 
Introduction 
In the course of the interview with Harry Levinson, it became 
clear that he had a great deal of skepticism regarding the actuality 
of participation in the American workplace. Our conversation often 
focused on the concept of participation and ventured into territory 
that appeared to be important in understanding the difficulties many 
participatory efforts in this country face. Because of his doubts 
about the success of participation, it was difficult to engage in 
much conversation on the relationship between participation and 
mentoring. For this reason, although I will discuss his comments on 
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mentoring, I will spend more time reviewing what he had to say about 
participation. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
Levinson's thoughts on the relationship between mentoring and 
participation have to do with what he believes are the changing needs 
of the American workforce, changes in their expectations, values, and 
beliefs regarding what work is all about. He believes that the trend 
toward participation, or more accurately what he believes to be more 
realistically an interest in more participation, and an interest in 
developing meaningful relationships at work, has to do with the nature 
of the contemporary emergent workforce. 
...it has to do with a brighter workforce, 
a more educated workforce and a workforce that 
has higher expectations about what they can get 
out of work. We have greater opportunities to 
choose our organizations, our jobs. Organiza¬ 
tions can't deliver stability like they once 
could, therefore people need to take care of 
themselves. 
On Mentoring 
Levinson expressed the belief that the need for mentoring rela¬ 
tionships is growing due, in part, to changes in organizations that 
create conditions whereby people can no longer assume that company 
loyalty will be rewarded by loyalty to the employee. In the past, 
he believes, relationships with individuals were not as important 
because the relationship with the organization provided the individual 
with the support they needed. This shift away from company loyalty 
reaping the benefits of security for the employee has changed the 
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nature of relationships between manager and subordinate, and also 
changed the options for individuals in terms of where they get their 
support. 
Some people need to go outside but what it 
also means is you intensify the relationship 
between the manager and the subordinate because 
the less you can rely on the organization for 
support the more you have to rely on your 
immediate supervisor for mentoring, for values, 
for support. There's no other option within 
the organization and companies can't any longer 
promise you that you'll always have a job here 
if you perform well. 
On Participation 
As mentioned earlier, Levinson has some very specific views about 
participation. He believes that participation more often does not 
work than does work. He believes there are many reasons for this 
failture of participatory efforts. Participatory efforts fail, he 
believes, for a combination of reasons including lack of understanding 
about what participation really is, the fashion with which partici¬ 
patory efforts are introduced, cultural attitudes about authority, 
and issues of accountability. 
Participation means different things to 
different people in different organizations. 
Most participatory efforts are essentially 
fragmented and attempted with very little 
understanding and as a result are bound to 
fall off. The reason is that they assume 
equality, that they're all equal, and this is 
a misconception...For example, quality circles, 
very few succeed, most of them are gone in a 
five-year period, for a very simple reason: 
When upper management says, "You gotta have 
quality circles," they don't consider the 
employees' ability to operate in that fashion. 
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Levinson believes that one of the critical factors in under¬ 
standing the success or failure of participatory efforts is the psycho- 
sociological and cultural attitudes of a given culture about authority. 
He had some fascinating things to say about understanding the cultural 
influences on the success or failure of participatory efforts. 
...in many cultures, French Canadian and 
France, where there is a much more formal 
relationship with the parent, it is much more 
difficult to get people to participate in 
decision making than in some other places. 
The same thing is true in Japan, despite all 
talk, and in Germany, no one has yet been able 
to make participation work at all in Germany. 
So you need to look at the subcultural atti¬ 
tudes about parenting and accountability, as 
in "who is accountable to whom?" then we can 
understand better how people function. 
Levinson believes that the cultural dynamics have not been ade¬ 
quately examined in relationship to participation. To drive home the 
significance of this point he discussed two situations that illuminated 
the importance of considering the cultural influences on a given work 
situation. 
...in the Volvo plant, the employees were 
significantly not Swedes. They were Finns and 
there's been no discussion in the literature 
about the dynamics of what happens when you 
have employees from another culture and what 
that does to aid the participatory effort. 
They have an unusual cohesion that you don't 
get normally. The same thing is true of coal 
miners, when they work together underground and 
live together above ground, it creates a certain 
dynamic. 
In a recent book on American management, CEO, Levinson examined 
the management style of top chief executives. His findings have 
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significance here. He discussed some of those findings in our conver- 
sation. On the cultural aspects that influence the occurrence of 
participation in the American organizations, he had the following to 
say: 
...one of the things that many people 
don't accept is that when the chips are 
really down it becomes very clear who is 
accountable. It's top management...when 
the important decision has to be made, they 
make it. It's very clear who is the boss 
and in many instances a single person has 
to make the final decision. 
Levinson also had some very interesting things to say about 
participation and leadership. He suggested that one of the issues 
affecting participation is that sometimes when you choose participa¬ 
tion you have to make compromises related to leadership. 
...you don't get, when you have a strong 
leader, the kind of critical assessment that 
you would want and, therefore, if there is 
going to be effective participation you 
might not be getting significantly more 
effective leadership, and so you sometimes 
make a choice between effective leadership 
and holding everyone accountable through 
effective participation. 
Understanding this issue of leadership versus participation 
requires taking a closer look at the nature of the particular organi¬ 
zation and its structure. 
While it's important to have participation 
for a lot of good reasons, there are a lot of 
good reasons why it doesn't always work. Often 
it has to do with the type of organization. If 
the organization is an entrepreneurial organiza¬ 
tion, the organization has certain characteristics. 
One is that the leader is the organization and 
the organization is them and they maintain a 
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certain kind of control over the organization. 
That's different than that of most professional 
managers. 
In such organizations where the leader is clearly calling the 
shots, Levinson points out that this has certain implications for the 
successful implementation of participatory efforts, implications that 
inevitably prevent participation from developing as a norm of the 
organization. He points out that when you have this type of entre¬ 
preneurial "the leader is the organization" situation, there is 
inevitable decision making that goes on at the top that precludes the 
development of true participation. Decisions get made that are 
unpredictable as a result of which he stated: 
...there are arbitrary changes in structure 
and responsibilities from time to time in an 
organization which upset whole apple carts in that 
organization. Now I have no idea whether those 
ideas should or should not operate in that way, 
but I know you can't operate down here (middle 
level) with a certain sense of stability when 
it's not present up here (top level) and when 
the criteria for performance do not include 
evaluation of those managers for their partici¬ 
pative efforts. They're getting paid (the 
middle managers) not for participation, but 
for the bottom line, and with no qualitative 
appraisal and you can't get qualitative 
information when the bottom line is always 
first. 
Finally, Levinson believes that any major organizational change 
needs to start at the top and believes that this point is a crucial 
one in understanding why many efforts at participation are unsuccessful. 
Accountability of top management is critical 
to the implementation of any system. So, if 
you've got an autocratic CEO and you're preaching 
participation, those efforts can't help but fail. 
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You can't start in the middle. You have to 
start at the top and the top has to pass it down. 
Mentoring and Role Relationships 
Although we spent a good deal of time focusing on the issue of 
participation, we did spend some time looking at the roles people play 
in mentoring relationships. In our discussion, it did become evident 
that Levinson believes developmental relationships to be important, 
both those between superior and subordinate, and those amongst peers. 
He did, however, express the belief that the two types of relation¬ 
ships were significantly different. 
I would say that one cannot mentor another 
person unless one has knowledge, skill, 
competence, political, or organizational 
power that the other does not have. One can 
be close to another as a peer and help the 
other to think out loud, a kind of peer 
counselor to support them, but mentoring 
by definition implies that the two people 
are at different levels. 
Levinson also believes that changes in the workplace that are 
occurring that signal the end of an era of the organization taking 
care of the individual have implications for the kinds of developmental 
relationships in which people engage. These emergent relationships 
will take many forms, Levinson believes, including more long term 
relationships outside of organizations and more supportive relation¬ 
ships amongst peers. 
A man told me the other day of a professor 
of his who had remained a mentor even though 
his schooling days were long gone. The needs 
may change but the relationship can remain 
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important. For certain people, there's a 
certain sense of stability from a long-term 
mentoring relationship. Sometimes peers 
can provide the kind of stability and 
longevity that some people can find in a 
mentoring relationship. I heard a story 
about sixty managers who had a reunion; 
they all got together after years. They 
all worked for other companies now but 
felt a strong bond based on the support 
they provided each other while they worked 
together. The interesting thing was they 
talked about their experience in this 
company and what they got out of it. They 
didn't talk about mentoring per se, but 
obviously what they had experienced together 
had been a rich learning experience for all 
of them. 
Summary 
My discussion with Harry Levinson covered a great deal of ground 
and raised some interesting questions for me regarding some of the 
obstacles in this country in terms of participation. It also shed 
some light on why creating lasting efforts that sustain themselves is 
so difficult. 
Our conversation also highlighted the need to gain better under¬ 
standing of the way relationships occur in hierarchical organizations 
and the significance of that on the ways they might occur in partici¬ 
patory organizations. Finally, it confirmed the belief that develop¬ 
mental relationships can take many forms and need to be encouraged 
within and beyond organizations. 
KEN BLANCHARD - CASE #9 
Dr. Kenneth Blanchard is an internationally known management and 
organization development consultant. He is widely known for his 
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Situational Leadership theory which he co-developed. He is also known 
for his widely-read book The One Minute Manager and his classic text, 
co-authored with Paul Hersey, Management of Organizational Behavior: 
Developing Human Resources. Dr. Blanchard has taught at several major 
universities and currently holds a part-time faculty position in the 
School of Education at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. 
The interview with Dr. Blanchard took place November 22, 1985, at the 
University of Massachusetts, and lasted approximately 30 mintues. 
Introduction 
Kenneth Blanchard is a man of many talents, one of which is the 
ability to tell a tale, paint a picture, to illustrate a point. 
Throughout our interview, he used vivid illustrations to convey ideas. 
He had obviously spent quite a bit of time thinking about mentoring 
relationships and the role participation plays in the managing of 
organization. He contended that one way to understand mentoring is 
to consider it in the context of the Situational Leadership model. 
My belief is that mentoring is a situational 
thing anyway. You don't want to over manage 
somebody who just needs mentoring. So if people 
understand the theory, then when you're working 
trying to "grow somebody up" you can figure out 
what the best thing to do is. To me, mentoring 
is a nine letter word for using the appropriate 
leadership style. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
Blanchard believes that the relationship between mentoring and 
participation has to do with the impact a participatory environment 
can have on the willingness for people to engage in mentoring 
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relationships. Participation, he believes, can help set the stage 
for more plentiful mentoring relationships in an organization. 
Where I see a participative environment 
fostering mentoring is that a lot of people 
don't want to mentor someone else because 
they are afraid that they might go over the 
top of them and eventually get a better job 
than them, and that occurs in a win/lose 
environment which is characterized by our 
needs to control... competition rather than 
cooperation, win/lose rather than win/win. 
So it's not advantageous for somebody to 
help mentor somebody else because they are 
always thinking about their relationship 
between them. If you have the kind of 
trusting environment that doesn't mean 
people harm, then mentoring can work 
because now I get a kick out of your 
winning and I'm hoping you will. 
Essentially, I see Blanchard saying here that effective participa¬ 
tion can be a way of setting the stage for the occurrence of mentoring 
relationships. The idea of creating an environment that communicates 
the idea that "I mean you no harm" is, according to Blanchard, essen¬ 
tial for creating conditions for engagement in any developmental 
relationship. Blanchard uses a vivid illustration to communicate the 
importance of this idea. 
The main ingredient that I'm talking 
about that would be in this type of set-up 
I got from a friend of mine, David Berlew. 
Dave got interested in the training of 
whales and porpoises at Seaworld. He got 
to know the trainers and said to them, 
"Would you really do the things that 
Blanchard and other people talk about... 
would you try to catch the animals doing 
things right?" and they said, "We really 
do--that's the way we train them, but we 
do one thing before we do any of that." 
He said, "What we do is, we jump into the 
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water and we play with the animals until 
we've convinced them" and he said, "Convince 
them of what?"..."That we mean them no harm." 
That's the number one ingredient in this 
whole thing...is we don't mean people harm. 
On Mentoring 
As mentioned earlier, Blanchard believes that mentoring is situa¬ 
tional, and requires that both individuals have a genuine caring for 
the other as a person, and that both be able to be flexible and 
change as the relationship changes. Once again, Blanchard used a 
vivid example to communicate his point. 
Well, what managers who want to be mentors 
need first of all is, an enjoyment of and 
excitement in seeing people grow. They need 
flexibility of style. I'm using the movie 
"Karate Kid" now as a classic example of 
changing your leadership style, because he 
(the teacher) was in many ways a mentor to 
the young kid who wanted to know Karate and 
when the kid was an enthusiastic beginner, 
his opening line was, "We must make sacred 
the pact. My job is to teach you Karate, 
your job is to learn. I say, 'you do,' no 
questions." He was unwilling to receive input. 
And so with the Karate Kid he (the teacher) 
moves from a very directive approach to when 
the kid gets disillusioned he moves to a 
coaching style to where he continues to give 
directions to the kid but starts to listen 
and support. Then he moves to a non-directive 
supportive style when the kid has got all the 
skill, just lacks the confidence, then 
eventually in the end the kid is making his 
own decisions. I think a good mentor has to 
be flexible like that. They have to be able 
to work through the cycle of styles. 
When asked about the issue of multiple mentoring relationships 
versus focusing on one relationship, he stated: 
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As long as there is some method to 
the madness. Some people go around and 
pick everybody's brain. Remember--good 
performance is a journey not a destina¬ 
tion. If you want to go and take a 
journey towards success, you might want 
to get one or two guys that are doing a 
good job rather than a whole bunch of 
people doing a half-assed job. 
On Participation 
Blanchard believes that participation is one of a range of 
styles to be used, when appropriate, in an organization. He believes 
that ideally participaton is utilized when you have a highly developed 
group of people in which participation can be utilized to optimize the 
knowledge and skills of the people in the organization. Most organi¬ 
zations, he believes, often miss opportunities to utilize the dynamics 
of participation. 
Well, one of the problems in organizations 
that is appearing now is the higher you get in 
an organization, the fewer people you have 
working with you, which to me doesn't make 
any sense. It's like saying the higher you 
are in an organization, the less developed 
people are. Universities make that mistake-- 
what are the biggest classes? Freshman, 
sophomore... the smallest are the doctoral 
level. The doctoral level students are 
much more sophisticated, and capable of 
drawing from each other. So one of the 
things I like to suggest is that organiza¬ 
tions turn themselves upside down so you 
could have the smallest span of control at 
the entry level, which would encourage 
mentoring, and then as people are able to 
gain the confidence to go up, they have a 
larger span of control. The way we have it 
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now is the entering position in an organi¬ 
zation is always the biggest span of control 
which really doesn't make sense. 
Mentoring and Role Relationships 
Blanchard expressed the belief that the relationship between 
mentor and mentee requires very specific skills, abilities and atti¬ 
tudes on the part of both the mentor and the mentee. 
The Role of the Mentee 
Once again Blanchard used a vivid illustration to make his point. 
This time he drew on his own experience to clarify the roles of both 
parties. First he talked about the role of the mentee. 
I think that the key is to want to listen 
more than speak--which is having enough self- 
confidence--if you know that you're being helped 
and willing to ask for it and receive it. A 
lot of people act like they want to learn, 
and they want a mentor, but they continue vying 
for topdog/underdog relationships even with 
that mentor. One of the reasons why I was such 
a good mentee with Paul Hersey is that I 
admired him, I wanted to learn from him, and 
I continually listened and I let him shine in 
terms of what he knew and then he was willing 
to give me everything he had because I was 
willing. I was supportive of him, anxious 
to learn and continually went back and asked 
questions and that type of thing. 
On the Role of the Mentor 
As mentioned earlier, Blanchard believes the mentor must be able 
to adjust to the needs of the mentee, and that their ability to adapt 
to the mentee is key to the continuation of the relationship. 
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Where my relationship with Paul Hersey fell 
apart finally was that I was no longer willing to 
be just a mentee. I wanted to be a colleague, 
with give and take rather than always be in the 
mentee relationship. So in order to do that, 
the mentor has to learn how to change their 
leadership style from directive to coaching to 
really a participative give-and-take type thing 
before you finally let the mentee out on their 
own to do their own thing. 
The Gender Issue 
On the issue of gender and cross-sexed mentoring relationships 
Blanchard came back to the idea of win/win, believing that if one is 
genuinely committed to aiding the development of another then the issue 
of gender is not significant. What is significant is the communication 
of the mentor that they are serious about their relationship with the 
mentee and that their intentions are clear. 
In terms of trust and mentoring, I think 
that a healthy win/win environment permits men 
and women to be friends, permits them to be 
colleagues, and hopefully go beyond the stereo¬ 
type relationships and the sexual issues. I had 
at UMass a tremendous number of women doctoral 
students and one of the reasons they came is 
that they knew I was really serious in my 
relationships with women...If you sincerely 
want somebody to win, I don't see any problems 
with cross-sexed mentoring. 
Summary 
Ken Blanchard's commitment to mentoring and "growing people" is 
reflected in much of his writing and also evident when you sit down 
and talk with him or watch him work with a group. His understanding 
of the dynamics of relationships and the need to be fluid in those 
140 
relationships is also evident, as is his commitment to better under¬ 
standing the human experience. 
PETER SENGE - CASE #10 
Peter Senge is Assistant Professor of Management in the Sloan 
School of Management at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
His areas of specialty include the dynamics of social systems, alter¬ 
native methodologies in social modeling, and holistic education. He 
is a contributor to the 1984 collection of articles on organizational 
transformation, Transforming Work. The interview with Dr. Senge took 
place October 24, 1985, at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
and lasted approximately one hour and a half. 
Introduction 
Peter Senge is a deep thinker, a man of ideas. Each topic of 
discussion led to several other possible conversations. He has a deep 
commitment to and understanding of organizations from a systems 
perspective. He also has a keen understanding of and commitment to 
the development of effective relationships in organizations, including 
mentoring. Language is very important to Senge in that he believes 
words can convey meaning in sometimes very subtle ways. Initially we 
spent a fair amount of time defining terms. He took particular issue 
with the use of the word protege. 
I don't think that's very good terminology 
(mentor/protege) mentor/mentee is simpler. The 
word protege implies the person is trying to 
become like the mentor and I don't think that's 
necessarily the case...I might be mentoring 
you and you may never do anything at all like 
I do but go off in a totally different direc¬ 
tion as a result of our relationship, but 
there was a substantial amount of personal 
growth. 
This clarification of language, it became evident, was more than 
mere semantics, it alluded to Senge's strong feelings about the 
mentoring process and its true essence. 
Mentoring means a lot to me and I may 
think of it much more broadly than a lot of 
people do. Many people would think of it in 
the classic apprenticeship image, one person 
is an apprentice to another, and in that 
case protege...See I would think that you 
very often would want the protege to pick 
the mentor, because more often than not 
you want the person receiving the mentoring 
to pick the mentor, not the other way 
around. The mentor may or may not see 
the person as the most gifted and talented 
in the group, but part of his role as a 
senior manager is that's what he does in 
his life, is he spends a lot of time 
talking with younger people, younger 
managers. 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
One of the issues to emerge in our discussion of participation 
and mentoring was again an issue of words and meaning, this time 
having to do with the term participation. While Senge acknowledged 
that he understood what I meant by participation, he asserted that 
his discussion of the type of organization that "we would both like 
to work in" included the principle of participation but was more 
complex. His term for this type of organization is "the Metanoic 
Organization" a concept developed by he and his colleagues at MIT. 
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The term metanoia translates literally into "fundamental shift of 
mind." The metanoic organization, according to Senge, refers to a 
conceptual view of an organization having three essential interacting 
ingredients: clarity of vision and alignment of people around that 
vision; structural integrity; and ongoing development of people, i.e., 
mentoring. 
One the importance of mentoring in such an organization Senge 
said the following: 
If we want to have a participatory organi¬ 
zation, and I really mean a metanoic one, where 
people really share a sense of responsibility 
and accountability, and an organization that 
really realizes creative potential, then 
mentoring is going to be very important. 
Senge believes that when you attempt to create an organization 
that operates on the principles outlined above, it creates conditions 
whereby the engagement of managers in mentoring relationships is 
essential. 
Mentoring becomes one of probably three 
or four critical functions of senior management, 
none of which are really required in the tradi¬ 
tional authoritarian organization...included in 
there is the quality of learning in the organi¬ 
zation, how the organization learns, which is 
very closely related to mentoring. Mentoring 
focuses more on the individual relationship, 
but ultimately what you care about is how the 
organization learns and how it creates leaders. 
Now those should be a by-product of excellence 
in mentoring...When an organization is truly 
committed to creating a non-authoritarian 
participatory democratic organization, then 
the tasks of senior management shift funda¬ 
mentally. 
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On Mentoring 
As alluded to earlier, Senge believes mentoring to be a critical 
function of managers in organizations. He also believes that those 
relationships can take on many forms. Although he believes that there 
are a range of ways people can engage in mentoring relationships, he 
does believe there is a "bottom line" to mentoring. 
I think it's very important that mentoring 
include the possibility of non-directive 
involvement. To me, I like your definition 
a great deal, and a simpler way to encapsulate 
it would be "a relationship between two 
individuals which is empowering." Overall, 
see I think it's important to specify some 
of the processes where empowerment occurs, 
but I think that the bottom line of it is 
that the junior member or mentee grows. 
The non-directive nature that mentoring can sometimes take on is, 
to Senge, an important issue, and has to do with the importance of 
mentoring as an empowering process. 
...you and I could have a discussion over 
six months where the gist of the discussion 
was me continually asking you what really 
mattered to you, that would be a very power¬ 
ful mentoring relationship and the only thing 
you're drawing from me is I've been in the 
business 30 years and you've been in the 
business 5 years...At the end of the six-month 
conversation you can decide the business is 
not for you and go off into something totally 
different, and I might not guide you directly. 
I'm only guiding you directly by asking you 
what really matters to you. That to me is a 
superb mentoring relationship. 
On Participation 
As ellaborated earlier Senge sees participation as occurring in a 
structural context that stresses accountability of all members of the 
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organization to a shared vision. This accountability manifests itself 
behaviorally in the members of the organization in a variety of ways. 
Participation, maintains Senge, requires managers in an organization 
to shift the ways in which they operate in that organization. 
Clearly an organization that claims to be a 
more participatory workplace shifts the tasks of 
the senior managers...becomes much less one of 
making decisions, and much more one of facili¬ 
tating decision making processes, coaching, 
mentoring, growing people. I'm now going to 
be dependent on the quality of your decisions 
as opposed to the quality of my decisions. 
The name of the game shifts substantially. 
Rather than me spending most of my time doing 
whatever I need to do to make the best 
quality decision, I'm now gonna spend a lot 
of my time seeing that you make the best 
quality decision. So the name of the game 
shifts dramatically. 
The shift Senge discusses does not, he believes, happen easily. 
It requires a real commitment on the part of the leaders of the organi¬ 
zation. This commitment, if authentic, would mean that members of 
the organization would directly experience the effects of that commit¬ 
ment in their day-to-day work. 
It would be fair to say that it would be an 
organization where you had a fair amount of 
responsibility, and had some real accountability, 
that you had some integrative accountability, 
that you weren't just accountable for some 
little chunk on an assembly line, but you were 
ultimately responsible for something that 
would impact the quality of a service or 
product given to a customer, affecting the 
profitability of the company, that you had 
some all-encompassing type of accountability. 
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Mentoring and Role Relationships 
In terms of roles and mentoring relationships, Senge expressed 
the belief that the key to the relationship is developing a mutuality 
where both parties feel able to move freely in and out of the relation¬ 
ship. As Senge describes it, there is a fluidity to the relationship 
that enables each person to respond to the other in a myriad of ways 
and that communicates an acceptance of the other person that is 
unconditional. 
I think that you as the senior manager 
and I as the junior manager have to be 
committed to creating the type of relation¬ 
ship where I can come to you whenever I want 
as often as I want and soak up from you all 
the expertise I possibly can. You in turn 
can contribute to it freely whenever you 
think it's needed in an way that I don't 
have to take it, and it's not--there's no 
hidden message that because you're contrib¬ 
uting it, I'm inadequate. I have to manage 
it. Ultimately I have to say I want it; I 
need you; I want your expertise, and I also 
have to be able to say, okay, now leave me 
alone for a little while. But I have to 
know that I can ask for it without fearing 
the implication that I'm not able to do the 
job on my own. So the behavioral changes 
are strong on both sides as is always the 
case in relationships. 
The type of relationship described above does not, Senge mainains, 
happen easily. It requires some very specific efforts on the part of 
both parties. 
On your side (the mentor), it obviously 
requires some ability to stay back. On the 
other hand, you need to create a relationship 
between you and I that is founded on a 
commonality of vision and values and a real 
trust both ways. Most senior managers don't 
know how to take that kind of relationship. 
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It requires really us spending some time 
together so that we know that we really 
want to create the same thing, we have to 
really develop some alignment. 
The Gender Issue 
In terms of the gender issue, Senge sees the role of women as 
being a critical one in terms of the development of organizations 
that truly foster mentoring and encourage participation. Although 
he sees the emergence of women into power positions as happening 
slowly, he sees the sharing of power amongst men and women in organi¬ 
zations as critical to the types of developmental conditions 
discussed here. 
In my image of the ideal organization, I 
think it's important that there be a broad mix 
of men and women in power because I think that 
women have an enormous amount to teach in 
terms of growing people and a nurturing 
orientation as opposed to an achieving 
orientation. I also happen to think that 
the female, that is feminine perspective, 
is an inherently more systemic perspective. 
It is traditionally in almost all the worlds 
cultures. There may be some exceptions, 
but certainly our culture, the perspective 
that is most in tune with the long term, 
as opposed to the short term, with the 
non-obvious and the importance of subtle 
little things which lead to profound long 
term changes, but which don't produce 
much change in the short term, in other 
words, they're more attuned to leverage 
points and much less inclined to do all 
the stupid things that characterize male 
oriented management which is--if there's a 
symptom, we can fix it. 
147 
Summary 
Peter Senge had much to say about mentoring and participation 
and a great many other things. However, several themes emerged in the 
course of our conversation that echoed throughout much of the material 
we covered: first is the idea of creating a common vision between and 
amongst people who are working together towards a common goal; second 
is paying attention to structural integrity as a means of assuring 
desired results; and finally attending to the diverse needs of 
individuals in an organization in whatever way necessary to foster 
personal and professional growth, with women in organizations being 
seen as a powerful aid for such growth. 
CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction 
Analysis of the data gathered through this research project is 
presented in six sections. Section One consists of a discussion of 
the subjects' perceived relationship between mentoring and participa¬ 
tion. Section Two consists of analysis of the content of the inter¬ 
views in relation to the nine speculations formulated at the onset 
of the study. The nine speculations were abstracted from existing 
literature and were taken as points to be validated, clarified, and 
expanded on by the contributors. They focused on the perceptions of 
the experts interviewed on the relationship between mentoring and 
participation. The interview guide developed for the study (see 
Chapter III) was constructed with the intention of eliciting informa¬ 
tion from the respondents on their perceptions regarding the nine 
speculations. At the end of each interview the nine speculations were 
reviewed to give respondents an opportunity to make any final comments, 
in addition to those comments made during the course of the interview. 
Section Three consists of analysis of data gathered on mentoring. 
Section Four consists of analysis of data gathered on participation. 
Section Five consists of analysis of respondents' views on the gender 
issue in relation to mentoring and participation. Section Six consists 
of analysis of respondents views on role relationships and mentoring. 
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Results - Part One 
On the Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
Each respondent indicated a belief that increased participa¬ 
tion would have a positive impact on the occurrence of developmental 
relationships in organizations. Ingle expressed the belief that 
participation enhances the amount of skill sharing that goes on in an 
organization, and thus increases development by peers. Eve expressed 
the belief that increased participation creates conditions that 
encourage people to speak their minds, risk more, and thus engage in 
activities that are more likely to enhance their personal development. 
Kram suggested several ways that participation would enhance develop¬ 
mental relationships, including: greater mutual exhange of ideas, a 
focus on empowerment rather than control, emphasis on individual 
responsibility, and finally the establishment of structures such as 
quality circles and task forces that enhance visibility and thus 
individual development. 
Daniel Levinson expressed the belief that participation would 
enhance developmental relationships since people feel freer to express 
themselves, are less focused on power issues, and are encouraged to 
approach work utilizing all their personal resources rather than just 
those required to accomplish a task. Ouchi expressed the belief that 
participation enhances developmental relationships by legitimizing 
intimacy, creating a broader span of control, and creating conditions 
that increase the number of people contributing to the development of 
an individual and thus alleviating tensions and limitations that 
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might result from developmental relationships that rely on only one 
person's contributions. 
Schein suggested that increased interaction resulting from 
increased participation would increase the likelihood of developmental 
relationships forming more frequently. Missirian suggested that parti¬ 
cipation enhances the likelihood of developmental relationships 
occurring in that the increased group activity that often accompanies 
participation creates an ideal forum for potential relationship 
matches. Harry Levinson expressed the belief that participation 
addresses the developmental needs of people in contemporary organiza¬ 
tions since the workforce consists increasingly of more educated, more 
ambitious people with higher expectations, and that participation 
creates conditions that respond to these expectations in a significant 
way. 
Blanchard expressed the belief that participation creates a win/ 
win mentality that fosters the occurrence of developmental relationships 
and also communicates a managerial message of "we mean you no harm" 
that creates conditions for developmental relationships to occur. 
Senge suggested that a shift toward participation creates conditions 
that foster mentoring by creating a focus in the organization on how 
people learn, the development of individual leadership potential, and 
an emphasis on individual responsibility. 
Taken together, these views suggest that the fostering of partici¬ 
pation in the management of organizations creates conditions that 
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greatly enhance the likelihood and scope of developmental relation¬ 
ships occurring in those organizations. 
Results - Part Two 
Results Regarding the Nine Speculations on the 
Relationship Between Mentoring and Participation 
The following is an analysis of the data reported utilizing the 
nine speculations developed before gathering the interview data. Each 
speculation is discussed in terms of overall response by the ten 
subjects. The following five-point scale is also used to cluster 
individual responses to the speculations: 
STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION AGREE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 
The researcher, on the basis of the full interview for each 
subject determined a rating for each subject for each speculation. 
The rating was based on comments given throughout the interview and 
on responses given by respondents when asked about each speculation 
specifically. 
When necessary, qualifying statements, clarifying opinions are 
noted. Also, when an opinion exists that diverges from the group and 
does not fit into any of the five categories it is noted. See the 
following sheets, data analysis - individual, and data analysis 
group for a summary of the findings in this section. 
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Speculation #1: 
The possibility that the emergence of greater participation means 
a shift towards more peer-type mentoring rather than traditional 
hierarchically-based mentorship. 
Perhaps for more than any of the other speculations, analysis of 
the discussions on and responses to this speculation requires qualifi¬ 
cation. While half of the respondents (Ingle, Eve, Kram, Blanchard 
and Senge) agreed with the speculation that mentoring would likely 
change the participatory organization towards more peer-type relation¬ 
ships, each of the other five (D. Levinson, Ouchi, Schein, Missirian 
and H. Levinson) took exception to the idea in light of their own 
definitions of mentoring. While all the respondents agreed that 
greater participation would increase the likelihood of developmental, 
supportive relationships occurring more frequently amongst peers, 
D. Levinson, Ouchi, Schein, Missirian and H. Levinson indicated that 
they did not see a shift towards a more peer-type mentoring since they 
saw mentoring per se as being a hierarchically-based phenomenon. 
These five respondents maintained that the mere use of the word 
mentoring implied a hierarchical difference between the mentor and 
the mentee. Significant for the purposes of this study is the fact 
that each respondent agreed that the emergence of greater participa¬ 
tion would lead to more peer-type developmental relationships, referred 
to in the speculation as "peer type mentoring." Also significant is 
the fact that 50% of the respondents felt it important that the term 
mentoring be reserved for the junior/senior relationship with which it 
is traditionally associated. 
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Speculation #2: 
The possibility that the existence of fewer levels in the 
hierarchies of organizations will produce greater demands for mentors 
and less availability of mentors. 
Of all the speculations entertained this one received the most 
negative and neutral response. Two of the respondents (Ingle and 
Schein) had no opinion, six (Eve, D. Levinson, Missirian, H. Levinson, 
Blanchard and Senge) disagreed with the speculation, and two (Kram 
and Ouchi) agreed. Those who disagreed suggested that mentoring 
occurs so infrequently now within organizations, that a shift towards 
more participatory designs, in which attention to relationships is 
enhanced, would more likely create conditions that would foster 
mentoring, even if in numbers there were hypothetically fewer possible 
mentors. William Ouchi, who responded affirmatively, suggested that 
logically one could conclude that less seniors could mean less mentors. 
Kram agreed, suggesting that the demand might outweigh the availability. 
Speculation #3: 
The possibility that increased interaction amongst peers and 
across division lines will provide opportunities for a broader range 
of mentoring relationships. 
Response to this speculation was unanimously strong agreement 
that interaction, particularly across division lines, would inevitably 
lead to a broader range of opportunities with regard to mentoring. 
Several significant points emerged that support this speculation. The 
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first has to do with the idea that engaging in working relationships 
with organizational members from other units creates opportunities 
for developmental relationships with people who are not directly 
accountable to each other for their work. This factor was significant 
when considering both traditional relationships as well as the peer 
type relationships. In the junior/senior relationship the fact that 
the potential mentor is not an evaluator was seen as significant; and 
in the case of peers the fact that the individuals are not in competi¬ 
tion with one another was also noted as significant. Both situations, 
according to the respondents, would enhance the likelihood of develop¬ 
mental relationships forming. Aside from the aforementioned variables 
also of signficance according to respondents was the simple fact that 
individuals would be exposed to a larger number and broader range of 
people and thus be more likely to encounter someone who is compatible 
for a mentoring or developmental relationship. 
Speculation #4: 
The possibility that an individual's ability to communicate and 
network effectively will have an increased impact on their ability to 
get their mentorship needs met. 
All of the respondents agreed with this statement, six (Ingle, 
Kram, Ouchi, Blanchard and Senge) strongly agreed, expressing the 
belief that an individual's ability to effectively communicate their 
needs and desires and their ability to utilize networks would have a 
significant impact on the likelihood of their having access to and 
successfully engaging in mentoring relationships. The other four 
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respondents (D. Levinson, Schein, Missirian and H. Levinson) agreed 
with the statement. Three of those added a qualifier. Both Harry 
Levinson and Daniel Levinson stressed the point that although communi¬ 
cation and networking might be important, the lact of a structural 
orientation of the organization that fostered mentoring would interfere 
with the occurrence of those relationships regardless of individual 
behavior. Agnes Missirian agreed with the concept as it related to 
the broader types of mentoring relationships presented, but felt it 
would not be particularly significant for traditional mentoring. 
Although they didn't mention it in relation to this issue, Kathy Kram, 
Peter Senge, Ken Blanchard and Edgar Schein also expressed the belief 
that the absence of structural conditions in an organization that 
encourage mentoring would most likely prevent it from happening within 
that organization regardless of individual efforts. 
Specualtion #5: 
The possibility that the dynamics of participation, i.e., 
increased involvement, will make mentoring relationships more visible 
and consequently exposed to greater scrutiny by other organizational 
members. 
Two of the respondents (Kram and H. Levinson) had no opinion on 
this speculation. Eight respondents said they agreed with it, however 
were split on whether the increased scrutiny of mentoring relationships 
would be a positive or negative occurrence. Three respondents (Senge, 
Eve and Ingle) felt the potential result of greater scrutiny might have 
All felt the negative impact was surmountable, Eve a negative impact. 
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saying the relationships could be tied to organizational goals as they 
sometimes are now, Ingle stating it would in essence be a battle 
between the haves and the have nots, and Senge stating it would merely 
be one more of the interpersonal stresses inevitable with increased 
involvement. Daniel Levinson and Agnes Missirian felt the greater 
scrutiny would be a positive force since it would help establish the 
occurrence of mentoring as a cultural norm. Edgar Schein and Ken 
Blanchard felt there would be greater scrutiny but in light of the 
organization's expressed interest in promoting participation, that 
greater scrutiny would not pose a significant problem. 
Speculation #6: 
The possibility that changes in relationships that result from 
participatory designs will have an impact on the way teaching and 
learning occur in mentoring relationships. 
Seven of the ten respondents (Ingle, Eve, Kram, D. Levinson, 
Schein, Blanchard and Senge) agreed that there would be a change 
in the way teaching and learning would occur in the mentoring relation¬ 
ship in the context of participation. Of those seven, two, Kathy Kram 
and Peter Senge strongly agreed. Both suggested that structural 
changes that would result from a successful participation effort would 
create dynamics that would enhance the possibility of better mentoring 
matches occurring. These structural changes, they suggested, would 
enable people to learn and teach in a much more experiential fashion 
as a result of having opportunities to observe each other in action 
to a greater extent in addition to engaging in dialogue, which is 
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most often the way relationships develop in traditional settings. Ken 
Blanchard and Grant Ingle felt the shift would create conditions that 
fostered greater equality amongst organizational members and could 
thus make the teaching and learning more reciprocal, while Dan Levin¬ 
son felt the change would expand the ways learning might occur in 
general. Edgar Schein felt the shift would have more to do with a 
shift in relationships in general and that one could logically assume 
that would mean a change in mentoring. Harry Levinson and Agnes 
Missirian disagreed that the shift would significantly change the 
mentoring relationship. Missirian felt that more significant than 
the organizational change is the personalities of the people involved. 
Harry Levinson felt that the learning and teaching would not change 
significantly in the relationship since, even with a shift towards 
participation, the relationship essentially remains a superior/subordi 
nate, teacher/student one. William Ouchi said he was unsure about the 
issue. 
Speculation #7: 
The possibility that an organization's movement towards more 
participatory designs means people will get their mentorship needs 
met more from multiple sources than single sources. 
With the exception of Harry Levinson, who expressed no opinion 
about this speculation, I suspect because of his skepticism as to the 
likelihood of a shift occuring that would have a major impact on the 
way relationships occur, all the respondents agreed with this specula 
Kathy Kram, Grant Ingle and William Ouchi strongly agreed. tion. 
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Ouchi felt this shift would also have an impact on the quality of 
relationships, stating that having multiple relationships would be 
better since there would not be the kind of tension that occurs in 
an exclusive diadic relationship that sometimes impairs growth. He 
likened the situation to the difference between a married couple who 
had no other family supports around to a couple who had a strong 
extended family to provide support in addition to the diadic rela¬ 
tionship. Missirian and Daniel Levinson qualified their agreement 
stating it applied more to the broader definition of mentoring than 
to the traditional type of mentoring. Although Ken Blanchard agreed 
that opportunities for multiple relationships would expand, he 
cautioned against the engagement in too many relationships, a situa¬ 
tion he felt could deplete the energies of all involved. 
Speculation #8: 
The possibility that the presence of participation will provide 
greater opportunities for women and mentorship. 
All of the respondents agreed with this speculation. Of interest 
is that although they all agreed, none could be rated as strongly 
agreeing. Many had qualifications attached to their agreement. 
William Ouchi agreed most strongly with the speculation indicating 
that he felt participation enhances opportunities for those people 
who are not members of the majority group, in most organizations 
white males. He therefore felt that participation would indeed have 
a positive impact for women's opportunities for mentorship. Six of the 
other respondents, although they agreed with the statement added 
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qualifiers. Kathy Kram, Peter Senge and Daniel Levinson thought 
opportunities for women would be influenced more by shifting cultural 
attitudes toward women than by participation. Dan Levinson expressed 
the belief that the issue is currently at a very critical stage in 
light of recent challenging of affirmative action laws. In a similar 
vein, Grant Ingle felt participation could help but only if the 
organization was structured so there was implicit support of women in 
the organization. Missirian felt participation could help only in 
that it might provide opportunties for women to strengthen their 
interpersonal skills and thus be more likely to enable them to survive 
and thrive in a male-dominated environment. 
Speculation #9 
The possibility that participation will provide greater oppor¬ 
tunity and increased difficulty for cross-sexed mentoring. 
The results on this speculation are quite clear, yet require 
some prefacing due to the framing of the speculation by the researcher. 
The results, in fact, point out the weakness of the construction of 
this particular speculation. The speculation, as stated presents two 
seemingly opposing concepts to be considered in the same statement. 
The first part addresses greater opportunity, a potentially positive 
outcome for cross-sexed mentoring; the second part addresses greater 
difficulty, a potentially negative outcome for cross-sexed mentoring. 
The researcher's thinking here was that although participation might 
increase cross-gender opportunity, increased visibility of relation¬ 
ships as a result of participation might create increased difficulty 
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for those relationships. In retrospect, and in light of the results, 
it is clear that these should have been two separate speculations. 
Therefore the results will be reported as Part A, addressing the issue 
of greater opportunity, and Part B, addressing the issue of increased 
difficulty. 
All ten respondents agreed that participation would most likely 
provide greater opportunities for cross-sexed mentoring. They cited 
enhanced communication amongst men and women and greater openness 
around relationships as being the key issues that could help break 
down some of the sex role stereotypes and expose the oft times 
imagined innuendo that accompanies cross-sexed mentoring as being a 
perceptual problem of those outside the relationship, rather than a 
problem between mentor and mentee. Agnes Missirian suggested that 
participation might help in the much needed demystification of the 
mentoring relationship. Grant Ingle suggested that culturally it 
might take a generation to see significant changes since the current 
generation of men, he felt, are too tied to their preconceptions about 
womens' roles. Dan Levinson felt that although participation could 
help, a major shift in the way women are perceived in the workplace 
is required before we see any major changes for them. 
In contrast to the unanimous agreement with the first part of 
this speculation, there was unanimous disagreement with the specula¬ 
tion that the increased visibility of relationships that accompanies 
participation might create increased difficulty for cross-sexed 
relationships. All respondents felt that the increased visibility, 
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if anything, would help present cross-sexed mentoring relationships 
as legitimate positive relationships, and that complications that 
result from people's perceptions of these relationships would be 
assuaged rather than exacerbated. 
Overall, analysis of the experts' responses to the nine specula¬ 
tions suggests, once again, that increased participation is likely, 
in their view, to contribute to increased and more diverse types of 
mentoring. 
Results - Part Three 
Mentoring 
The following discussion on mentoring focuses on recurrent 
themes related to mentoring as discussed by the interview subjects. 
There is no doubt, for this researcher, that the experts inter¬ 
viewed all believe mentoring is a potentially positive experience for 
both mentors and mentees engaged in developmental relationships, and 
that these relationships ultimately can be extremely valuable for the 
personal and professional growth of both parties. Daniel Levinson 
expressed the belief that mentoring provides a key function in the 
career and personal development of the young adult. A mentor, 
Levinson suggested, can help an individual realize the dream or 
fantasy that one often formulates early in adulthood by helping define 
the dream, supporting the pursuit of the dream, and helping the person 
feel he or she is worthy of and capable of realizing the dream. The 
mentor may also, Levinson suggested, help in the pursuance of the dream 
by conveying to the other a sense that he or she (the mentor) believes 
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wholeheartedly in the mentee's ability to fulfill the dream. Dan 
Levinson, Schein, Kram, and Missirian suggested that mentoring provides 
a very valuable function for the mentor as well, in that it creates an 
outlet for the meeting of generative needs for older adults who want to 
create a legacy for themselves and pass on what they've learned to 
the next generation. 
Harry Levinson suggested that relationships of the quality Daniel 
Levinson describes are perhaps even more important today than they 
were in the past. This is so, he suggested, because changes in the 
workplace are such that the individual can no longer rely on the 
organization's loyalty in exchange for good work, and must now look to 
individual relationships for support. This shift from reliance on the 
organization for support to more of a focus on individual relation¬ 
ships is, Levinson suggested, due to many changes in the marketplace, 
including such phenomenon as mergers, shutdowns, shifts in demo¬ 
graphics, and a host of other economic factors that make for a highly 
fluid and unstable picture. 
Several other of the experts' comments echoed the belief that one- 
to-one relationships may indeed replace individual-to-organization 
relationships as a source of security. Some implied that this shift 
means relationships become even more important, and also may change 
in form. Ingle suggested that more rapid career change may signal the 
need to establish mentoring relationships outside one's work organiza¬ 
tion. Kram agreed that if one doesn't get what they need inside the 
organization they may very well look beyond it for mentoring. Both 
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she and Schein expressed the belief that if mentoring is going to 
occur in an organization it will be because the organization creates 
the conditions that support mentoring, i.e., systems that encourage 
interdependence and collaboration, a reward system that encourages 
attention to relationships, and a culture that values relationships. 
Schein added that there needs to be an implicit valuing of relation¬ 
ships, and that formal matching of individuals might be an attempt 
to encourage mentoring, but is a feeble one which does not acknowledge 
the complexity and personal nature of such relationships. Formal 
mentoring programs often fail, according to Schein, because mentors 
see it as yet another responsibility, and mentees see it as yet 
another authority to respond to. Eve suggested that mentoring might 
be appropriate for older workers as well as younger. Mentoring, he 
suggested, may be happening more because of increased awareness of the 
need for life-long learning. 
Many of the experts suggested that mentoring can take on many 
forms. Kram addressed this point by referring to mentoring relation¬ 
ships as developmental relationships and breaking them down into 
various functions. Missirian talked about a continuum of supportive 
relationships, mentoring being on the high end. Eve talked about 
there being different dimensions to and different modes of mentoring. 
Daniel Levinson talked about relationships that might be mentorial 
in nature. Ouchi talked about advisory relationships, although he 
suggested the term mentoring be restricted to the more traditional 
hierarchical relationship. Harry Levinson and Schein agreed with 
166 
Ouchi, suggesting mentoring by definition implies a hierarchical 
situation. Blanchard suggested that mentoring is a euphemism for 
effective leadership and requires an individual's ability to shift 
behavior depending upon the needs of the mentee. Peter Senge 
suggested that mentoring can be very non-directive, the mentor acting 
as a sounding board for the mentee. 
Mentoring as well can be a negative experience for either party if 
conditions are not right. Several respondents suggested that inappropriate 
expectations can cause problems in the mentoring relationship. Schein 
suggested that problems arise when a mentor promises things he/she 
cannot deliver or when a mentee has unrealistic expectations as to 
what the relationship will bring. Daniel Levinson expressed the belief 
that mentoring is a very individualized process and that suggesting 
prescriptive ways to engage in mentoring relationships is ineffective. 
Schein and Missirian suggested that mentoring is not right for everyone. 
Problems arise, Schein suggested, when mentoring is sought from some¬ 
one who is not interested in providing the kinds of supports needed 
to make the relationship work. Problems arise, suggested Missirian, 
when the mentee or mentor is not emotionally mature enough to handle 
the intimacy that often emerges. Blanchard and Dan Levinson expressed 
the belief that problems arise when the mentee is ready to move on and 
the mentor is not wanting to give up the status quo. 
It is evident, to this researcher, that while the experts see 
mentoring as valuable to both mentor and mentee, they also believe 
there are many ways those relationships menifest themselves, and many 
variables that affect the development of those relationships. 
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Results - Part Four 
Participation 
The experts agreed that participation is often positive, however 
occurs much less often than it might for a variety of reasons. Harry 
Levinson suggested that failure is due often to a lack of understand¬ 
ing as to what participation really is, and to the failure of top 
management to model participation. Kram, Ingle, Daniel Levinson, 
Missirian and Eve agreed that participation often fails because people 
don't really understand what it's all about, and that it often is 
not modeled by the top. Kram suggested that senior managers must 
see participation as enhancing rather than threatening their success 
and power before they will support it. Blanchard and Senge suggested 
that problems arise when people perceive participation as an end in 
itself, rather than an alternative way of operating at a given time 
when a given organizational situation demands it. Participation, they 
suggested, is one alternative in a range of managerial options. Eve 
agreed that a key to effective participation is knowing when and in 
what context to use it. Missirian suggested that being clear about 
what people are participating in (e.g., option generating or decision 
making) is important. Eve agreed that being clear about in what people 
are participating is critical. Schein and Eve suggested that in 
reality participation is rarely absolute, but that most organizations 
fall on a scale between totally participative and totally non-partici- 
pative. Missirian suggested that there are limits to the use of 
participation in a dynamic organization due to the rate of change 
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that sometimes requires quick decisions. Harry Levinson suggested 
another difficulty with participation that has to do with culture. 
Many cultures, he suggested, have a difficult time with participa¬ 
tion because the norms around parenting and accountability in that 
culture are such that full participation, which implies equality of 
all members, becomes very difficult. Kram agreed that culture is 
significant. She suggested that the new workforce, with new expec¬ 
tations around work, may ultimately influence organizations towards 
greater participation. 
There are, the experts believe, many benefits to participation. 
Participation suggested Ingle, can lead to a merging of managerial 
and employee interests, and this he suggested, creates increased 
loyalty and increased motivation. Participation, suggested Eve, can 
help keep valuable people in the organization by providing lateral 
moves that are challenging and exciting. Ouchi suggested that partici¬ 
pation improves the decision making capacity of the organization by 
increasing individual accountability and responsibility. Participation, 
he also suggested, improves opportunities for women and minorities in 
that a participative culture legitimates expression of concern for 
individuals, particularly those deviant from the norm. 
The experts suggested that a key to the success of participation 
is understanding its complexity. It is more, suggested Harry Levinson, 
than the implementation of quality circles. For a participation effort 
to have a chance it must be considered, the experts suggested, in 
relation to all the aspects of the organization. For example, quality 
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circles have often failed, suggested Levinson, because rather than 
teach people how to operate in that fashion, top management merely 
dictated that circles be instituted, paying little attention to the 
ability of the workforce to comply. Grant Ingle suggested that 
circles fail because top management is not willing to follow through 
and implement the results of the circles. Daniel Levinson agreed, 
suggesting that for participation to be successful, managers at all 
levels must feel that they are in fact influencing policy. Peter 
Senge suggested that participation requires a shift in the tasks of 
senior managers, from that of being decision makers to becoming 
facilitators of the decision making process. Finally, Harry Levinson 
suggested that a key to effective participation is the building in of 
performance appraisal and measurement for participating. 
In general, the experts suggested that while participation is 
often a viable managerial option, careful consideration must be paid 
to the implications of participation in approaching a particular set 
of managerial problems. Caution must be exercised, the experts 
suggested, to insure that participation is an appropriate approach, 
given the demands of the situation. 
Results - Part Five 
Mentoring, Participation, and Gender 
The issue of gender was considered both in terms of issues related 
specifically to men and/or women, and issues related to cross-gender 
relationships. 
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Cross-Gender Relationships 
Response of the experts suggests that cross-gender mentoring 
creates particular opportunities and particular problems. Ingle 
suggested that the cross-gender issue is a confusing one for men in 
this culture since historically men are not used to viewing women as 
equals in the workplace. Missirian suggested that this view creates 
problems for women because they are not taken as seriously as men and 
this restricts their opportunities. Ouchi suggested that participa¬ 
tion may alleviate the problem somewhat since participation, he 
suggested, fosters acceptance of minorities, including, in the case 
of most organizations, women. Daniel Levinson suggested that men are 
less comfortable with women at work and are thus less likely to have 
mentorial interests in them. Kram and Missirian each suggested that 
one issue that creates problems in cross-gender relationships has to 
do with intimacy. Kram suggested that cross-gender relationships 
sometimes do not develop as much as they might because the two people 
are afraid of getting too close. Missirian agreed, suggesting that 
since mentoring does tend to create intimacy it inevitably creates 
sexual feelings between the two parties. The problem is that people 
sometimes feel at a loss to handle those sexual feelings. 
Schein expressed the belief that the issue around cross-gender 
relationships has less to do with the people involved and more to do 
with others' perceptions of the relationship. Missirian agreed that 
there needs to be a demystification of the mentoring relationship so 
that people don't fear cross-gender relationships for reasons of image. 
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Blanchard agreed that the problem with cross-gender relationships lies 
not in the relationship but in the sterotypical response of people 
around the relationship. 
Women and Men 
To a great extent the experts agree that mentoring relationships 
do not differ qualitatively for men and women. Missirian suggested 
that her research showed that men and women experienced mentoring in 
a similar way. What does seem to differ, according to the experts, 
is the way men and women get access to mentoring relationships. Women, 
the experts suggested, have a more difficult time. Ingle suggested that 
women's activeness in creating and maintaining networks is one of the 
ways they overcome the lack of access they sometimes encounter breaking 
into the "old boy network." Levinson expressed the belief that women 
have difficulty gaining access to mentoring relationships because they 
are often subordinated in the workplace. He also expressed the belief 
that some women often have difficulty engaging in mentoring relationships 
with other women. This occurs, he suspected, because women often are 
concerned, if they've followed a traditional path, with their own 
advancement rather than with the advancement of other women; and also 
that younger women tend to see men as having more power and thus 
being more attractive potential mentors. 
Ouchi suggested that the presence of participation would enhance 
mentoring possibilities for women by providing greater visibility and 
lessening discrimination due to gender. Missirian agreed that partici 
pation could enhance opportunities for women because it would make them 
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more visible. She also suggested that participation might help women by 
enhancing their communication skills and giving them greater access to 
organizational sources of power. Senge expressed the belief that it is 
important for women to gain power through both mentoring and participa¬ 
tion, because, he suggested, women are more able than men to contribute 
a systemic perspective to the organization and are more prone to 
approach organizational problem solving from a long term perspective. 
In general, the experts suggested that factors related to gender 
do have an impact on mentoring relationships. People engaged in 
mentoring relationships, they suggested, need to be keenly aware of 
gender-related issues affecting that relationship. 
Results - Part Six 
The Role of Mentor 
Most of the experts agreed that the role of mentor can reap many 
rewards. They also agreed that it is very challenging, can get compli¬ 
cated, and that problems may develop. The role of mentor, the experts 
suggested, needs to be an enabling, empowering one. Kram and Senge 
suggested that often good mentoring requires a non-directive approach. 
Blanchard agreed that as the mentee gets more sophisticated the 
mentor needs to be less directive. Kram suggested that many people 
in organizations might find this aspect of the mentor role very 
difficult since that type of interaction is not the norm in most 
organizations. 
Daniel Levinson suggested that the role of mentor might be very 
appropriate for senior organizational members who have reached their 
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peak in terms of achievement and could now have their generative needs 
for passing on a part of themselves to the next generation met through 
mentoring. Schein agreed that the mentoring role was an ideal one 
for leaving a legacy or as he put it, "gaining immortality." The 
mentor gets, he suggested, a sense of confirmation, of value, a sense 
of making a real contribution to the growth of another person. 
Missirian suggested that the mentor can provide a service to the 
organization by identifying successors to the leaders of the 
organization. She did however qualify this by suggesting that the 
primary responsibility needs to be to the mentee, which sometimes may 
mean guiding the person outside the organization. Schein, Eve, and 
Harry Levinson agreed as well, and said that this may mean a difficult 
but important choice: counseling high potential people to go else¬ 
where . 
To a great extent the experts agreed that although the mentor 
has much to gain from the relationship, the effective mentor considers 
the needs of the mentee first. Ingle suggested that this involves 
developing an understanding of the needs of the mentee and alterna¬ 
tive ways of addressing those needs. Senge suggested the mentor must 
attain a commonality of vision with the mentee. Eve suggested it 
means sometimes helping the mentee develop in ways beyond one s own 
expertise. An effective mentor, suggested Kram and Daniel Levinson, 
knows how to inspire the mentee, and suggested Levinson, somehow 
communicates a belief in the mentee's abilities beyond the mentee s 
own self-perception. The primary role of the mentor, suggested 
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Missirian, is to help the person self-actualize and grow to their 
fullest potential. This challenge, suggested Blanchard, is a diffi¬ 
cult one, and is one which involves letting the mentee become a 
colleague, and involves perhaps watching the mentee excel beyond the 
mentor. 
The Role of the Mentee 
The role of the mentee is sometimes, the experts suggested, a 
confusing one. There is currently, suggested Daniel Levinson, a false 
impression being generated through the pop literature that suggests 
one goes out and "gets mentored" in a similar way that one might go 
out and get a computer. Mentoring, he suggested, is not prone to such 
prescriptive advice but involves more subtle behaviors on the part of 
would-be mentees. Finding a mentor involves, he suggested, some 
genuine exploring of relationships to find someone who truly under¬ 
stands your needs. The key, he suggested, is realizing that mentoring 
is much more than an instrument for advancement. Kram agreed that 
one doesn't go out and ask to be mentored. She did however suggest 
that one needs to get out and approach potential mentors and ask for 
help, thus enhancing the likelihood of finding a match. Too many 
people, she suggested, sit around and wait to be discovered. Ouchi 
agreed that would-be mentees need to get out and be visible, be open 
to criticism, and be candid about themselves. Missirian suggested 
that she believes one does not go out and "shake the corporate tree 
looking for a mentor; the best thing a person can do, she suggested, 
is visibly pursue their own goals and dreams, and focus on their own 
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learning. Blanchard suggested that the mentee must have enough 
confidence to demonstrate a willingness to learn, to listen more than 
speak, and to not get competitive with the mentor. He also suggested 
the mentee must be supportive of the efforts of the mentor. At the 
same time, Missirian and Senge suggested that it be important the 
mentee realize the mentor is not responsible for the career develop¬ 
ment of the mentee; that responsibility lies with the mentee. 
Schein suggested mentees might have more success with people 
closer in rank to themselves rather than seeking out someone far 
beyond them. This proximity in rank, he suggested, will more likely 
bring together people who understand each other's needs. Harry 
Levinson suggested that since the marketplace is changing so rapidly, 
one might be wise to consider relationships beyond one's organization; 
and that once a relationship is established it might be wise to hang 
on to it as long as one can, providing it remains worthwhile. 
Summary 
It is clear from the data presented in Chapter IV and the analysis 
presented in this chapter, that both mentoring and participation are 
complex processes, and that understanding the relationship between 
the two is equally complex. 
What is equally clear is that analysis of the expert opinion 
gathered through the ten interviews in the course of this study 
suggests many reasons for engaging in mentoring relationships, and 
for pursuing participation in organizations. The research points to 
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many challenges and many gains inherent in better understanding both 
processes, individually and as they relate to each other. 
CHAPTER VI 
A MODEL, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to examine expert opinion on the 
relationship between mentoring and participation and to develop an 
illustrative model for understanding that relationship. Ten experts 
were interviewed, each having as a primary area of expertise the 
subject of mentoring or participation. The ten experts were: Grant 
Ingle (pilot), Authur Eve (pilot), Kathy Kram, Daniel Levinson, 
William Ouchi, Edgar Schein, Agnes Missirian, Harry Levinson, 
Kenneth Blanchard, and Peter Senge. 
What has emerged as a direct result of this research project and 
the ten interviews conducted is a two-stage model that, first, presents 
a categorization of the types of mentoring functions likely in organi¬ 
zations with various levels of participation; and second, presents a 
typology of managerial styles reflecting the extent of participation 
and the nature of developmental relationships present in four alterna¬ 
tive managerial approaches. The first stage of the model is the 
Mentoring and Participation Matrix, which integrates Rensis Likert's 
four system theory of organizational characteristics with Kathy Kram s 
model of types of mentoring functions in developmental relationships. 
Stage Two of the model evolved out of the Mentoring and Partici¬ 
pation Matrix and the data analysis and presents a typology of 
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managerial styles dependent on the extent of participation required, 
and the extent of developmental relationships desired in performing 
a given managerial task. The model suggests a results, intention- 
based approach to determining appropriate managerial behavior and 
strategy in response to a given managerial task. 
Purpose and Method 
The intent of this study was to examine expert opinion on the 
relationship between two not obviously connected phenomenon, mentoring 
and participation. Mentoring was considered in its broadest terms, 
referring to developmental relationships amongst organizational members. 
Participation was focused on from the perspective of extent of involve¬ 
ment of organization members in the management of the organization. 
Since the nature of the study was exploratory for the purpose of 
formulating a theoretical framework for understanding the possible 
connection between mentoring and participation, a model-building 
approach was taken. 
The approach relied almost exclusively on the testimony of experts 
in the field of management and organizational behavior. This testi¬ 
mony, gathered through interviews, focused on the experts' opinions 
on the perceived relationship between mentoring and participation. 
Once gathered, the data were analyzed to determine the experts' views 
as to the connection between the two phenomenon and to identify 
significant relationships. Once it was established that there was a 
perceived relationship between mentoring and participation, the 
Mentoring and Participation Matrix was formulated, clustering the 
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types of mentoring functions likely to occur in the various organiza¬ 
tional types. Based on the Mentoring and Patricipation Matrix a model 
suggesting different managerial styles for the four different types 
of systems outlined in the matrix was formulated. 
Major Findings - Summary 
This section summarizes what the experts suggested about 
mentoring, participation, and the relationship between the two. 
Relationship of Participation to Mentoring 
Results of analysis of the interviews confirmed the researcher's 
hypothesis that there was a perceived relationship by the experts 
between the occurrence of mentoring and the presence of participation. 
The presence of participation, the experts agreed, was likely to have 
a significant impact on the occurrence of mentoring. 
Participation creates conditions that foster mentoring in a 
variety of ways. Through an emphasis on individual skill development, 
increased visibility, expanded opportunities for decision making, a 
greater emphasis on empowering individuals, a broader span of control, 
and commitment to the development of individual leadership potential, 
participation expands the type, frequency, and extent of mentoring 
likely to occur in a given organization. 
In addition, all the respondents agreed that developmental rela¬ 
tionships were more likely to occur amongst peers in a more participa¬ 
tory organization. Although several respondents felt it important to 
distinguish between the traditional form of mentoring (i.e., junior/ 
f senior relationship) and other types, each felt peer-type mentoring, 
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or developmental relationships, would flourish more in a participatory 
organization. 
The respondents all felt that the increased interaction amongst 
peers and across division lines that accompanies participation would 
contribute to a broader range of mentoring relationships. In partic¬ 
ular, opportunities to engage in relationships with people other than 
one's immediate work group would provide for greater mentoring 
opportunities. 
Also significant in expanding the likelihood of mentoring rela¬ 
tionships forming is the individual skill development in terms of 
communication and networking that often results from participation. 
Participation would make mentoring relationships more visible. 
Two of the experts saw this is as positive suggesting that this greater 
visibility would help perpetuate the establishment of mentoring and the 
importance of developing relationships as a cultural norm of the organi¬ 
zation. Three of the experts suggested that this increased visibility 
might be problematic but that problems could be remedied by: tieing 
the development of relationships to organizational goals, treating 
people equitably, and stressing open communication. 
Seven of the experts suggested that the presence of participa¬ 
tion would expand the way teaching and learning occurs in mentoring 
relationships. Increased activity in groups and active involvement 
of all members in the management of the organization would allow, 
they suggested, for a considerable amount of teaching and learning 
through experiential means. 
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The experts agreed that a shift towards participation would mean 
people would probably get their mentorship needs met more from multiple 
sources than single sources. It is likely that increased involvement 
with a variety of people would create conditions whereby people would 
feel freer to give and take with each other and consequently contribute 
to each other's development to a much greater extent than in the tradi¬ 
tional organization. 
All the experts felt participation could help women in organiza¬ 
tions gain access to mentoring relationships. However, they felt 
equally strong that participation in and of itself would not have a 
significant impact on opportunities for women without the emergence of 
cultural attitudes that support women in the workplace. 
Participation could help the occurrence of cross-gender mentoring 
in that the increased openness and improved communication could help 
dispell some of the myths that often accompany cross-gender relation¬ 
ships. The experts expressed the belief that increased visibility of 
relationships might help combat the innuendo that often accompanies 
cross-gender relationships. 
Mentoring 
The experts believe that mentoring provides a very important 
function for both mentor and mentee. Mentoring, contributes to the 
personal and professional development of mentees by helping them move 
closer to and attaining their dreams. For the mentor, mentoring, pro¬ 
vides an opportunity to make a contribution to the next generation, 
a way of leaving a legacy, or as Edgar Schein put it, of gaining 
immortality. 
Mentees receive a great deal from mentoring relationships 
including sponsorship, coaching, protection, challenge, role modeling, 
counseling, and friendship. Mentors receive an opportunity to teach, 
be listened to, respected, supported, and valued. 
Although the experts believe the needs of the organization are 
secondary to the needs of the individuals in a mentoring relationship 
they agreed there are benefits to the organization. Organizations can 
benefit through the identification of high potential people that results 
in places where mentoring occurs. Mentoring is also a way of passing 
values along to new organizational members. When the people doing the 
mentoring are, to use Peter Senge's words,"in alignment with the goals 
of the organization," mentoring can help further the commitment of new 
organizational members to the organizational goals. At the same time 
the experts suggested that people should not hesitate to look beyond 
their own organization for mentoring, since many organizations do not 
commit themselves to the kind of supportive environment required for 
mentoring to occur. 
Mentoring can take on many forms, ranging from the traditional 
model of an exclusive one-to-one relationship where a senior person 
takes on a junior person and to use Ken Blanchard's words, grows that 
person," to a form that suggests a mentee engage in a variety of rela¬ 
tionships with a variety of people, and gets different things, such as 
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sponsorship, coaching, role modeling, protection, and counseling from 
different sources. 
Complications can cause problems in mentoring relationships. 
Inappropriate expectations, unfulfilled promises, lack of maturity, 
or an unwillingness to change as the situation changes can all tend 
to confound the relationship. 
Good mentoring requires a focus on enabling and empowering the 
mentee, and demands of the mentor the use of a variety of skills, the 
most challenging of which is often a non-directive approach. Good 
mentoring also requires primary commitment to the individual; even if 
it means providing encouragement to the mentee to leave the organization 
if that is to their benefit. 
Good mentoring involves putting the needs of the mentee first; 
helping the mentee develop, sometimes beyond the scope of the mentor; 
and finally, helping the mentee self-actualize by providing inspira¬ 
tion, conveying confidence, and treating the mentee as an equal. 
Finding good mentoring relationships is not easy. While there 
are no prescriptive answers, the experts suggested that to find a 
mentor, there are things people can do to increase the likelihood of 
finding a good match. Seeking genuine relationships with people who 
truly understand one's needs, asking for help, being visible, open to 
criticism, and candid about oneself can help. Openly pursuing one's 
own goals and dreams, demonstrating a willingness to learn, and not 
getting competitive with potential mentors, all contribute to the 
likelihood of finding a good match. 
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The experts suggested that it is important to realize responsi¬ 
bility for one's career development is the mentee's, not the mentor's. 
Seeking people close enough to one's status so that the needs are 
understood is helpful. Finally, once a good relationship emerges, 
hanging on to it as long as the relationship remains worthwhile for 
both parties is advised. 
Participation 
Participation, the experts believe, is desirable, yet difficult 
to implement for a variety of reasons. It occurs much less than it 
might. The primary reasons for its failure include: a lack of 
understanding, a lack of skill on the part of employees, and a lack 
of visible commitment by senior managers. 
When participation works it provides many things including: 
increased loyalty and motivation, improved quality of organizational 
decision making and problem solving, increased productivity, increased 
opportunity for personal and professional growth, and increased 
opportunity for women and minorities. 
Overcoming the difficulties associated with participation requires 
an understanding of the complexity of participation. For participation 
to work, attention must be paid to its impact on all the aspects of 
the organization. Employees must be taught how to participate, be 
clear on what their participation means, and see the results of their 
participation. They also must be made accountable for their participa 
tion if they are to take it seriously. Finally, the experts suggested 
that, managers must shift their expectations if participation is to 
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succeed. They must accept that participation can enhance their 
success and power rather than diminish it; and they must realize 
that for participation to succeed they must shift their focus from 
being decision makers to being developers of people. 
A Model for Understanding the Relationship 
Between Mentoring and Participation 
Stage One - Background/Context 
Throughout this writer's research, in reviews of literature and in 
the ten interviews conducted with experts, a rich perspective on the 
two variables of this study can be found. These are integrated here 
into a single model. 
Participation 
The first variable is participation. With occasional exception 
every discussion of participation, both in the literature and in the 
interviews with the experts, the limitations of participation, in 
addition to the virtues, were pointed out. Almost all the experts 
suggested that while participation is advantageous, there are times 
it is not the appropriate approach. 
Two ideas in this regard were consistently presented: the first, 
that participation is not an end in itself bur rather a means towards 
an end; the second, that participation in reality is not an absolute 
but exists more on a continuum. Blanchard suggested that participa¬ 
tion is appropriate when employees are capable and mature enough to be 
involved in managerial decision making. Senge agreed that participa- 
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tion is called for when employees have the personal resources and 
commitment required for them to effectively participate; he pointed 
out that there may be times it is more appropriate to "follow the 
leader." Harry Levinson suggested that participation, while advan¬ 
tageous at times, can cause dilemmas for leadership in that sometimes 
to foster participation a manager has to abdicate leadership. Schein 
stressed that to really understand participation it is important to 
view it on a continuum, and to identify more specifically what one is 
talking about when using the word. Missirian agreed, suggesting that 
problems arise with participation when participation in generating 
alternative solutions gets confused with actual decision making. Eve 
suggested that participation has limits, and must be considered in 
relation to the specific task at hand. Dan Levinson suggested that 
the extent to which one as a manager fosters participation has to do 
with one's perception of the individual's developmental needs. Kram 
agreed, suggesting the extent of participation engaged in should 
reflect the developmental needs of the individual and the managerial 
needs of the organization. 
No theorist, to this researcher's knowledge, more accurately 
captures the essence of the complexity of participation, as alluded 
to above, than Rensis Likert in his classic book, The Human 
Organization. In his exhaustive study of organizational systems and 
participation Likert postulated that organizations could be thought of 
as operating as one of four possible systems ranging from extremely 
authoritative to extremely participative (see Chapter II, Page 40, 
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for a description of Likert's model). Likert looked at many 
organizational variables. For the purposes of this model we will 
consider five aspects of superior/subordinate relationships as 
outlined by Likert including: trust, decision making, motivation, 
communication, and control. Likert suggests that the manifestation 
of each of these variables can be classified in the following ways 
in each of the systems. 
A System One type organization is characterized as superiors 
having low trust in subordinates, with decision making occurring in a 
top down fashion, and motivation occurring through the use of fear, 
threats, punishment, and occasional rewards. Communication between 
superior and subordinate is very limited and occurs in a top down 
fashion, and control is exclusively in the hand of the superior. 
A System Two type organization is characterized as superiors 
having a condescending trust in subordinates, e.g., a master/slave 
relationship. Decision making is essentially top down with some 
limited prescribed decision making occurring at lower levels. Rewards 
and potential punishment are used to motivate subordinates. Communica¬ 
tion between superior and subordinate occurs in a condescending 
fashion, and control is primarily in the hands of the superior with 
some delegation occurring on a very limited basis. 
A System Three type organization is characterized as superiors 
having substantial trust in subordinates, with policy decisions 
occurring at the top and specific decisions delegated downward. Moti¬ 
vation occurs through reward and punishment. There is a moderate 
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amount of communication occurring both downward and upward, and there 
is a fair amount of trust. Control is delegated downward. 
A System Four type organization is characterized by complete trust 
among organizational members. Decision making is widely dispersed. 
Communication flows down, up, and across division lines, with a high 
amount of interaction. Control is widespread. 
Likert's model provides a foundation for understanding the types 
and extent of participation potentially present in an organization on 
a continuum of non-participative to highly participative. 
Mentoring 
The second variable is mentoring. Again, there was an issue that 
emerged throughout the reviews of literature conducted and the inter¬ 
views. This theme had to do with the elusiveness of what mentoring 
precisely is. From the interview data it became clear that there were 
two camps, one that defined mentoring in its narrowest sense as a 
relationship between a junior and a senior in which the senior acted 
as a guide and "Guru," if you will, to a junior in exchange for the 
junior providing the senior with an outlet for the senior's generative 
need to pass a part of him/her self on for the next generation. The 
other camp saw mentoring as a larger issue, one having to do with a 
broad range of developmental needs and relationships that are pesent 
for any person in the work world, and can include peer as well as boss/ 
subordinate relationships. 
The more this researcher examined the differences between the 
two "camps" the more he came to realize the issue was one of semantics 
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rather than beliefs. It eventually became clear that the debate had 
to do more with the word mentoring than the essence of mentoring, 
which to some it seems is important to reserve for the special 
relationship that occurs rarely between boss and subordinate when all 
variables line up right. To paraphrase Dan Levinson, "If you ask 
someone how many mentors they have had and they say twenty or so, 
they've obviously missed the point. Those of us fortunate enough to 
have a true mentoring relationship, are only likely to experience 
that perhaps two or three times in our lifetime." 
In contrast to that very specific view of mentoring in its most 
exclusive sense, is the view presented by Kathy Kram, who perhaps 
significantly is a former student and respected colleague of Dan 
Levinson, that mentoring is a euphemism for developmental relationships. 
These relationships, according to Kram, can take on many forms some of 
which fit into the more traditional view of mentoring and some of 
which do not (see Chapter II for detailed review of Kram's study). 
Kram, as does Levinson, suggests that to understand mentoring, or more 
specifically, developmental relationships, we can look at them from 
two perspectives, career aspects, and psycho-social aspects. Within 
those two categories, she suggests, are various functions performed in 
a mentoring relationship. Significant is the fact that although there 
is debate over the use of the word mentoring when talking about develop¬ 
mental relationships in general, there is no debate as to the 
importance of developmental relationships. The following is a brief 
presentation of Kram's model outlining the various functions of 
mentoring or developmental relationships. 
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Kram's Model of Mentoring Functions 
Career Functions - functions that enhance professional advancement 
Sponsorship - Involves providing public support for an individual 
by actively nominating him/her for desirable lateral 
moves and promotions. 
Exposure and Visibility - Involves assigning responsibilities to 
or providing opportunities for another 
that allows him/her to develop relation¬ 
ships with other key figures in the 
organization who might judge his or her 
potential for further advancement. 
Coaching - Involves suggesting specific strategies for accomplish¬ 
ing work objectives, achieving recognition, and for 
achieving career aspirations. 
Protection - Involves shielding a colleague from untimely or 
potentially damaging situations and intervening when 
a colleague is ill-equipped to achieve satisfactory 
resolution. 
Challenging Assignments - Involves assigning or providing oppor¬ 
tunities for challenging work supported 
by training and performance feedback 
that enables the other to develop 
specific competencies. 
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Psycho-Social Functions - functions that enhance an individual's sense 
of competence, identify, and effectivenss in 
a professional role. 
Role Modeling - Involves the providing of attitudes, values and 
behavior that provide a model for the other person 
to emulate. 
Acceptance and Confirmation - Involves providing support and 
encouragement that helps validate 
the person as a worthwhile 
individual and professional. 
Counseling - Involves helping an individual explore personal 
concerns that may interfere with a positive sense 
of self in the workplace. 
Friendship - Involves social interaction that results in mutual 
liking and understanding and enjoyable informal 
exchange about work and outside experiences. 
While Kram presents the above as the functions likely in a tradi¬ 
tional mentoring relationship, she also suggests that the various 
functions can be obtained from developmental relationships with other 
people. 
The opinion of this researcher based on the data analysis, and 
the basis for the model presented here is that attention to and the 
meeting of individual career and psycho-social needs is a critical 
issue for men and women in organizational life. Whether engaging in 
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relationships that address these developmental needs is called 
mentoring or whether it's called developmental relationships is not 
as significant as understanding what those needs are and understanding 
the organizational conditions that enhance and inhibit those relation¬ 
ships from occurring. 
In addition, one way to reconcile the two "camps" is to suggest 
that the traditional form of mentoring is, as Agnes Missirian suggested, 
one end of a continuum of supportive relationships. Other experts 
echoed this belief. Eve referred to this idea in terms of there 
being different dimensions to and different modes of mentoring. 
Daniel Levinson suggested there are relationships that are "mentorial" 
in nature even though they don't fit the traditional mode. Ouchi 
suggested that non-traditional relationships that contain elements of 
mentoring might be thought of more as advisory relationships. Harry 
Levinson used the term peer counselor. Peter Senge alluded to a 
similar idea by referring to some mentoring-like relationships as 
non-directive. Blanchard suggested that mentoring, like leadership, 
needs to be fluid and change with the demands of the situation. 
To better understand the various aspects of developmental rela¬ 
tionships likely to occur at various levels of participation the 
Mentoring and Participation Matrix was formulated. 
The Model - Stage One 
The data analysis, in particular the results regarding the nine 
speculations, suggests an important and varying relationship between 
mentoring and participation. Specifically the data suggest that 
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increased participation, and the accompanying increased interaction 
amongst peers and across division lines, enhanced communication and 
networking abilities, enhanced learning opportunities through experi¬ 
ential means, and increased access to a greater variety of relation¬ 
ships, all contribute to the likelihood of a broader range of mentoring 
relationships occurring. 
Using the organizational systems theory of Rensis Likert and the 
developmental relationships theory of Kathy Kram, a model is presented 
(see Figure Four) that suggests a clustering of the types of develop¬ 
mental functions likely to be available to people working in a given 
type of system. 
The model suggests that the more participatory a system is, the 
more mentoring functions become available to people in that system. 
For example, in a System One type organization there are very limited 
mentoring functions available. This reflects the fact that a System 
One type organization has a low trust level, very limited communica¬ 
tion, and maintains control at the top, and thus limits the possibili¬ 
ties for mentorship to the sponsorship function. A System Two organi¬ 
zation expands opportunities for mentoring somewhat, in that motivation 
through rewards, increased communication, and some delegation allow for 
mentoring functions such as exposure and visibility, coaching, and 
protection to emerge. 
As we move towards more participatory systems opportunities for 
the occurrence of various mentoring functions increase substantially. 
With the presence of substantial trust and delegation of control plus 
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a fair amount of interaction in a System Three organization, the 
possibility for mentoring functions such as challenging assignments, 
role modeling, and acceptance and confirmation in addition to the 
functions available in Systems One and Two, become a reality. 
The number and type of functions available increase until finally 
a System Four organization, characterized by high trust, widespread 
control, high amount of interaction, and motivation through partici¬ 
pation, presents the opportunity for a broad range of mentoring 
options including counseling and friendship, as well as the functions 
available in system One, Two, and Three. Particularly significant, 
as illustrated by the funnel in the center of the model and as suggested 
in the data analysis, is that the broader the span of people 
influencing organizational control the greater the opportunities for 
mentoring or developmental relationships available. For instance, if 
greater participation means a shift towards more peer interaction, 
and increased interaction provides opportunities for a broader range 
of mentoring relationships, as suggested by the interview data, then 
it would follow as outlined above, that a System Four organization 
would be more likely to provide the broadest range of mentoring 
functions. Similarly, if we are to assume that the communication 
occurs more broadly and that decision making is more dispersed as we 
move towards the right of the model (towards Systems Three and Four) 
then we might also assume that individuals' abilities to communicate 
and network effectively would also be enhanced, thus increasing, as 
the interviewees suggest, the likelihood of their getting their 
various mentorship needs met. 
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Also significant is the idea that if the teaching and learning 
in a mentoring relationship changes to include learning more through 
experience, then it would seem to follow that a System Four organiza¬ 
tion, in which people are motivated by the participation itself, and 
thus behaviorally are more visible, would set the stage for a broader 
range of opportunities for mentoring and thus expand the range of 
types of mentoring functions likely to occur. 
Although the Mentoring and Participation Matrix is not intended 
to be a rigid prescriptive model for the types of developmental 
relationships that can occur in the various systems, it does suggest, 
based on the data gathered, that certain types of mentoring functions 
are likely to occur at certain levels of employee participation. 
Stage Two - Background/Context 
Stage Two of the model emerged out of the Mentoring and Partici¬ 
pation Matrix and the data analysis. As the researcher studied and 
analyzed the Matrix and the data generated in the interviews, it 
became increasingly clear that each of the four systems, with their 
varying levels of participation and accompanying mentoring functions, 
suggested a particular management style. 
It also became increasingly clear, in reviewing the data analysis, 
that the experts suggested that different circumstances required 
different approaches, and that a key to effective management was 
determining what to do when. Significant for this model is the impli¬ 
cation that none of the approaches is inherently good or bad. Rather, 
the model suggests that the appropriateness of an approach is dependent 
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upon the intentions of the manager. Schein suggested that varying 
approaches can be effective, including those that exclusively focus 
on getting the job done as well as those that foster people develop¬ 
ment. Harry Levinson contended that contrary to popular belief, 
entrepreneurial organizations have a very narrow span of control. 
Most often, he suggested, the leader of the organization maintains 
total control. Senge agreed, suggesting that entrepreneurs generally 
don't encourage participation because, "the only vision they are 
interested in is their own." 
Missirian suggested that although participation is often desire- 
able, there are limits since the need to make rapid decisions sometimes 
makes participation impractical. Harry Levinson agreed, suggesting 
that when the chips are down it is a single manager who often makes 
the decision. Blanchard suggested that choosing the appropriate 
style at any given point is the key to effective management. Dan 
Levinson suggested that mentoring varies depending on the developmental 
needs of the mentee. 
While unanimously agreeing that participation and people develop¬ 
ment are important, the experts also suggested that there are a variety 
of circumstances that call for actions wherein control needs to be in 
the hands of the top manager, and development of people is a secondary 
concern. 
The Model - Stage Two 
Stage Two of the model presents a typology of managerial styles 
and evolved out of the Mentoring and Participation Matrix. Entitled 
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The Intentional Management Model" because it emphasizes clarity of 
intention, Stage Two presents four alternative approaches that vary 
depending upon the intended results of a given manager in a given 
managerial situation. Each type corresponds with one of the four 
system types outlined in the Matrix and presents a profile reflecting 
the extent of pariticpation and people development most likely to be 
fostered by that managerial type. The following is a description of 
the four types. (See Figure Five for a summary of each type.) 
TyPe One - Manager as Proprietor (P type) 
The P type manager is manager centered, that is focused on his/her 
own goals for task accomplishment and is not particularly concerned 
with the attitude or developmental needs of subordinates. The type P 
manager maintains a high amount of control around decision making and 
task management. 
S/he relies on motivating subordinates by imposing punishments 
and penalties for lack of compliance, and rewards by establishing 
predetermined compensation for work done (e.g., salary, vacation, 
compensatory time). Development of employees is limited to the 
sponsorship function. The manager identifies people who most closely 
emulate his/her style, fit the norms of the organization, and promotes 
them when opportunities arise. 
The P type's priroity is to get the job done. It is most appro¬ 
priate when the manager has a personal vision or goal that s/he wants 
employees to meet, and does not particularly care how employees feel 
about the task. This type is most appropriate when the manager is 
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willing to take full responsibility for the task, and is comfortable 
exercising close supervision over completion of the task. 
The advantages of the P type are the manager: has control over 
completion of the task; knows precisely how well things are going; 
and can readily identify and respond to problems as they emerge. The 
disadvantages of the P type are the manager: must be highly involved 
at all times; limits problem solving capacity to his/her own abilities; 
and carries the burden of success or failure on his/her shoulders 
exclusively. 
Use of the P type is indicated when the manager perceives the 
importance of completion of the task as being the only priority. 
Development of people is seen as a low priority and considered when 
and if there is a need to replace someone higher up the line. 
A P type manager might rely on traditional behavior modification 
techniques for interacting with employees, perhaps using a reinforce¬ 
ment schedule to reward and punish subordinates as required to get 
the task completed. 
Type Two - Manager as Director (D type) 
The D type is manager-centered, and characterized by a tendency 
to orchestrate all activities of organizational members around the 
task. S/he builds in rewards for completion of assigned tasks as 
they emerge. S/he develops people by teaching them and showcasing 
their talents to the group. 
The D type is most appropriate when managing a complex task with 
interdependent functions that need to result in a specific product or 
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process. Like the drama director, the D type has a vision or desired 
outcome from the process and guides the players towards that outcome. 
The advantages of the D type are the manager: has the ability 
to draw on the talents of employees yet still maintains control over 
the process and the end result. 
The disadvantages of the D type are the manager: is dependent 
on employees working together in harmony; and although he/she delegates 
work to others, responsibility for success is still primarily in 
his/her hands. 
Use of the D type is indicated when the manager perceives the 
importance of completion of the task as being top priority, yet is 
somewhat concerned with developing the potential of his/her people. 
A D type manager might rely on a system such as MBO for managing 
relationships with employees, and would likely stress performance 
appraisal, and frequent feedback to employees on how they are doing. 
Type Three - Manager as Facilitator (F type) 
The F type is employee-centered in that s/he considers development 
of employee potential to be equally important to task completion. 
S/he is characterized by a focus on identification of individual 
potential, and creating opportunities for members to excel while 
moving towards task completion. S/he motivates people through acknowl¬ 
edgement of individual and group success. S/he develops people by 
challenging them, providing opportunities to learn, encouraging 
creativity and teaching through example. 
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The F type is most appropriate when the task involves generating 
new ideas, products, or processes. Of all the types it is the one 
most likely to foster creativity. It is called for when the primary 
goal of the manager is to produce something new, and at the same time 
develop people. 
The advantages of the F type are the manager: shares control 
and responsibility with the employees; optimizes chances of success 
by utilizing the resources of all parties; experiences high commit¬ 
ment of employees to completing the task. 
The disadvantages of the F type are the manager: gives up 
control over the process; has to tolerate employee's moving in direc¬ 
tions not necessarily consistent with the manager's desires; may have 
to accept decisions made by the group that differ from his/her own 
opinion. 
The F type manager might use a developmental model such as 
Situational Leadership for managing employees. 
Type Four - Manager as Nurturer (N type) 
The N type is also employee-centered and is concerned with 
completing the task through the development of people. S/he is 
characterized by an emphasis on personal development, and the 
emergence of a self-directed work style for employees. The N type 
manager motivates by supporting employees' efforts towards a personal 
definition of success. S/he develops people by demonstrating a high 
amount of caring for people both personally and professionally. 
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The N type is most appropriate when task completion is seen as 
dependent on people development. This type is most appropriate when 
the manager sees the development of people as the primary means of 
getting the job done. 
The advantages of the N type are: the manager experiences high 
commitment personally from the employees; and can depend heavily on 
the employees' use of personal resources for getting the job done. 
The disadvantages of the N type are the manager: has little 
control over the actions of the employees; s/he must rely on the 
personal commitment of the employees to get the job done; and s/he 
directly contributes little to the actual completion of the task. 
Use of the N type is indicated when the manager sees completion 
of the task as best being accomplished by enabling and empowering 
employees to complete the task on their own; and s/he views the 
development of people as a worthy managerial task in and of itself. 
The N type approach might rely heavily on a Rogerian, non-direc¬ 
tive approach when relating to employees. 
Each style outlined above carries with it a set of assumptions 
and behaviors likely to accompany that style. The basis for the 
characteristics of each style emerged out of the mentoring and parti¬ 
cipation matrix, which was formulated as a result of the data 
analysis of the interviews with the ten experts. 
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PROFILE OF THE INTENTIONAL MANAGER 
The Intentional Manager is well informed. S/he realizes that 
the art and science of management has been under a microscope for the 
past thirty years. S/he knows that the good ideas endure, while the 
weaker ones disappear. S/he knows about Theory X and Y, and the 
underlying assumptions about people and the subsequent models that 
encourage managers to move from X towards Y. S/he knows that develop¬ 
mental leadership models that suggest the role of the manager is to 
develop people make a lot of sense, a lot of the time. S/he also knows 
there are times when the task comes first and the people by necessity 
come second, and that some people don't want to "be developed." 
In short the Intentional Manager is the thinking manager. 
Rather than subscribe to one style of management that suggests a 
series of prescriptive strategies for making people do what you want, 
the Intentional Manager realizes there is wisdom in all the enduring 
approaches. S/he realizes the manager's most valuable skill is the 
ability to make choices, and that making choices that are likely to 
achieve the intended result is key to his/her effectiveness as a 
manager. 
The Intentional Manager is a skeptic. S/he realizes that people 
and organizations are too complex to fit into the neat package of any 
set of management strategies. S/he realizes that behavioral approaches 
to management do indeed work, but that people are more than behavior, 
and organizations are more than mazes. S/he realizes that the quest 
for a vision, while important for charting one's course, sometimes, 
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to paraphrase Harry Levinson, smacks a bit of religiosity, and may 
rest more easily in "the church" than the workplace. 
The Intentional Manager realizes that too much skepticism can 
kill a good idea. S/he realizes that any managerial style, to be 
complete, is not rigid, but draws from other styles when necessary. 
The Intentional Manager realizes that the art/science of management 
requires a balance of stubborness and flexibility, and that a key to 
success is to know when to hold fast to a plan and when to be flexible. 
Analyzing a given managerial task or set of tasks, the Intentional 
Manager realizes, is difficult. More often than not the process gets 
confounded by one's values and preconceived notions about how things 
should be, as well as by one's usual style of operating. While the 
Intentional Manager realizes the importance of being true to one's 
values, and that there is prudence in being consistent, s/he also 
realizes that the complexity of organizations and events effecting 
them, as well as the diversity of the workforce, demand constant 
adaptation and adjustment of style. 
S/he realizes that no managerial approach exists in isolation 
and that the implementation of each style can incorporate aspects of 
other styles. 
Finally, the Intentional Manager realizes that effective manage¬ 
ment requires careful consideration of the human factors and organiza¬ 
tional factors involved in a given task or set of tasks, and that 
ultimately there are no easy answers. 
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Implications for the Management of Organizations 
The results of this research indicate that there is a perceived 
relationship between mentoring and participation. Data analysis of 
the interviews conducted and the subsequent two-stage model suggest 
that the extent and nature of developmental relationships likely to 
occur in a given organization is related to the extent to which 
participation is practiced and supported by the manager's style. The 
data and the model suggest that the greater the participation the more 
likely mentoring relationships will occur and the broader the range of 
mentoring functions likely. 
The implication is that managers concerned with the development 
of people need to pay attention to the participation factor. The 
data suggest that the dynamics of participation are such that develop¬ 
mental relationships are encouraged, significantly more so in partici¬ 
patory units than in highly autocratic organizations. 
The data, and the subsequent model, also suggest that increased 
participation leads to decreased control for the manager. They 
suggest that managers need to make decisions about the extent of 
participation they will foster, and must realize that the extent of 
participation will have an impact on the nature and extent of develop 
mental relationships likely to occur. 
The data and the model suggest that different circumstances 
demand different approaches in terms of participation and development 
of people. They suggest that the key to making effective judgements 
regarding extent of participation and extent of people development 
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have to do with the intentions of the manager in terms of desired 
results. 
Results of the data analysis suggest that the employment of 
participative strategies can be of great value to an organization. 
However, the data suggest that too often managers attempting partici¬ 
pative approaches fail because of their own and employees' lack of 
understanding of the complexity of participation. The implication is 
that if managers are to utilize principles of participation to further 
the goals of the organization and to enhance employee development 
they must be more skilled and knowledgeable about participation and 
they must be able to convey that skill and knowledge to their employees. 
The data and the model suggest that to be the most effective, 
managers need to have a broad knowledge base of management theory, 
and must have the critical thinking skills to analyze a given situation 
and determine the most appropriate approach. 
The model suggests that different levels of participation are 
likely to foster different levels and types of developmental relation¬ 
ships. The implication for managers is that they must be aware of 
the impact of different levels of participation on the occurrence of 
developmental relationships and must make informed choices as to which 
strategies to use in approaching a given set of managerial tasks. 
Implications for Education 
Implications for the research presented here are that managers, 
in order to make effective managerial decsions need to first, have 
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the knowledge, and second the skill, to choose between a variety of 
viable options. 
Indications are, as evidenced by the popularity of management 
fads, that the American manager is more likely to try to call on the 
latest fad to solve his/her management problems than to draw from a 
rich body of management theory and use critical thinking to choose 
the most appropriate approach. 
Schools of management and other educators of managers need to 
recognize this tendency to "go for the quick fix." They must effec¬ 
tively persuade would-be managers to bypass easy answers in favor of 
the arduous task of becoming informed and analyzing alternatives 
through careful critical thinking. 
The data and model presented here suggest that if educators of 
managers do anything it should be to convey an appreciation for the 
complexity of organizational problem solving and the diversity of the 
individual needs of people, and the variety of ways possible for 
bringing people together to get the job done. 
Time needs to be spent in the managerial classroom, this study 
suggests, on teaching people how to think clearly about intentions, 
results, and strategies. Time needs to be spent, the study suggests, 
providing people with a broad knowledge base from which to draw when 
attempting to solve organizational problems and manage people. 
In addition to the implications for the education of managers, 
this study alerts this researcher to a broader issue that has to do 
with the values put forth in our culture and in our schools. It 
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seems to this observer that the culture and schools in general do a 
poor job of fostering cooperation, shared responsibility, and attention 
to relationships. The encouragement of sharing of self, and personal 
risk of the kind that engenders trust and comaraderie amongst people 
that could make participation in organizations more readily attainable 
is, to this observer, conspicuously absent. 
While responsibility for creating conditions that foster participa¬ 
tion and development of people in the workplace is not directly the 
responsibility of the schools, considering the importance of each of 
these phenomenon that this research suggests, it seems that schools, 
in addition to families and society at large, need to take a closer 
look at how they contribute to the failure of people to engage in 
relationships at work that foster mutual development and the attaining 
of goals through cooperative efforts. 
The implication here is that if there is any hope for creating 
conditions in which participation occurs whereby pride in the product 
or service delivered is achieved, we must begin to foster attitudes in 
our families, our schools, and our culture in general, that support 
the notion that development of others makes sense as, not a sideline 
of managers in organizations, but as a key principle. While the 
primary function of schools is more than preparing people for a 
specific job, the fact that people leave schools for work unprepared 
to take and share responsibility for contributing to the management 
of the workplace is unfortunate. 
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Schools, along with the family, and society at large, share the 
burden of instilling such concepts as unconditional positive regard, 
effective interpersonal communication, principles of non-directive 
helping into people. Education needs to contribute to creating 
conditions where people see the opportunity to develop other people 
as a valuable skill worth having; and that people enter the workplace 
equipped with the skills required to contribute to the management of 
the work group in a way that is personally valuable and of meaning to 
the group. 
Implications for Future Research 
This research project attempted to find a connection between two 
not obviously connected phenomenon. What emerged seems to be a 
connection, at least a perceived connection by a group of experts, 
indicating there might be a relationship between the presence of 
participation and the nature and frequency of mentoring. The problem 
at this point is that since the study involved perceptions of experts 
in relation to the issue, the results here are truly speculative. 
What needs to follow this research is impirical study of the 
relationship between these two phenomenon. Both mentoring and partici¬ 
pation offer many challenges to the researcher interested in either 
phenomenon, or the relationship between the two. 
One possible study would be careful, controlled examination of 
mentoring as it occurs in the context of a participatory organization 
versus an autocratic one. The current study maintains that participa 
tion increases the frequency of and expands the nature of mentoring. 
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Research through surveys, observation, and in-depth interviews with 
employees could help determine if the difference does in fact exist. 
Care would need to be exercised in choosing organizations to study. To 
see the true impact of participation on mentoring, parallel organiza¬ 
tions, having little difference between them other than the participa¬ 
tion factor, would need to be used. For example, using two plants in 
the same company might help eliminate some variables. It seems that, 
given all the possible variables, it would be necessary to at least 
use organizations in the same industry. In doing such a project the 
researcher would have to constantly be aware of external factors that 
might contaminate the study. 
Another study would be examination of the various mentoring 
functions as they occur in participation. This study suggests that 
participation accommodates and fosters a broad range of mentoring 
functions. Studying an organization that utilizes a participatory 
approach could confirm or refute this idea. Which mentoring functions 
are fostered through participation and which are not would help to 
better understand the way developmental relationships occur in the 
context of participation. Identifying ways of sorting the various 
mentoring functions into identifiable activities would be an important 
aspect of such a study or could form the core of a separate study. 
The idea of gender issues and mentoring relationships has been 
researched by some and touched on briefly here, yet many questions 
remain as to the difference between men and women in relationship to 
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mentoring. This study suggests that a major difference has to do 
with access to mentoring relationships. Examination of the extent to 
which women engage in mentoring relationships in the context of 
participation, in contrast to men, would help discern whether in fact 
participation helps women gain access to mentoring as the experts 
suggest it might. 
One of the issues, according to the experts, that hampers cross¬ 
gender relationships is the perception of other organizational members 
that those relationships are sexually active relationships. This 
perception, the experts suggested, creates barriers for men and women 
interested in non-sexual developmental relationships. Study of 
whether the dynamics of participation (i.e., increased openness and 
increased communcation) makes a difference in the occurrence of 
cross-gender relationships could help determine if participation does 
indeed eliminate some of the innuendo. 
Finally, this research suggests that both mentoring and partici¬ 
pation happen a good deal less than they could or should. Study of 
the underlying social/psychological dynamics of our culture that seem 
to make both mentoring on a large scale and participation as a common 
occurrence, so hard to come by might help eliminate some of the 
obstacles. This type of research would have to involve an ambitious 
attempt at identifying the underlying cultural dynamics that foster 
or discourage relationship building and/or cooperation. Although an 
amorphous task such a project could help in beginning to better 
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understand two apparently important yet admittedly illusive occurrences 
in our society. 
Conclusions 
This study sought to determine whether ten experts in adult 
development and management development perceived there to be a relation¬ 
ship between mentoring and participation in the workplace, and what 
impact that relationship might have on individuals in organizations. 
The study concludes that to a great extent there is perceived to be a 
relationship between mentoring or developmental relationships and 
participation. The results suggest that the greater the presence of 
participation the more likely mentoring or developmental relationships 
will develop, and that the types of relationships will likely be more 
broad based and frequent the more participatory the organization. 
As a result of the data analysis, a two-stage model was developed. 
Stage One, the Mentoring and Participation Matrix, presents a 
clustering of mentoring functions likely in organizations utilizing 
four different levels of employee participation. The matrix integrates 
Rensis Likert's four system model of organizational characteristics 
and Kathy Kram's functions of mentoring or developmental relationships. 
Stage Two presents the Intentional Management Model, which, 
based on the data analysis and the Mentoring and Participation Matrix, 
suggests a typology of four managerial styles that vary in degree of 
participation and extent of mentoring. The styles range from highly 
autocratic with limited mentoring to highly participative with 
intensive mentoring. The data analysis, the matrix, and the 
management model suggest an intention-based approach to managing 
organizational tasks and people that requires careful analysis of 
organizational and individual needs. 
APPENDIX 
NOTES ON LETTERS OF APPROACH 
Attached are seven letters of approach used to solicit interviews 
with seven of the ten research subjects. (Access to the other three 
subjects was local and thus did not require letters.) The letters 
are considered significant by this researcher since access to the 
expert subjects was a critical factor in the success of the research 
project, and also one of the more difficult challenges. 
Several factors were significant regarding use of the letters 
to gain access to subjects. First was the availability of University 
letterhead and the opportunity to refer to the project as "University 
sponsored research." This was made possible by the fact that the 
researcher was offered administrative support for the project by the 
Associate Provost for Continuing Education and Public Service, in light 
of the fact that the research was deemed relevant to his work as a 
Career Development Specialist at the Division of Continuing Education. 
In addition, the approach to writing the letters was, the 
researcher believes, significant to the success regarding the granting 
of interviews. Upon preparing each letter, the researcher scanned 
the major works relevant to each expert's knowledge of the subject 
matter. Each subject was approached in a way that reflected what the 
researcher had learned about the subject's point of view. Feedback 
during the interviews acknowledged the researcher's belief that the 
context of the letter made a difference in the granting of the inter¬ 
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August 28, 1985 
Dr. Agnes Missirian 
Department of Management 
Bentley'College 
Waltham, MA 02254 
Dear Dr. Missirian; 
I am in the process of conducting University sponsored research 
focusing on the phenomenon of mentoring in the workplace. I am 
conducting this research as part of my doctoral dissertation in 
organization development, and as a career development specialist 
at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. 
In the course of my research your name has consistently emerged. 
Your dissertation was a valuable resource for my literature review; 
Arthur Eve made reference to your work in a course on qualitative 
methodology; and Tony Butterfield, who is serving on my dissertation 
committee, suggested I speak with you. 
As I'm sure you are aware, a dissertation takes many turns before 
completion. After many shifts in focus my dissertation has emerged as 
an examination of the relationship between mentoring and participatory 
management, specifically examining ways the trend toward participation 
might effect the ways mentoring relationships occur in the workplace. 
My research involves the conducting of a series of interviews with 
ten experts in the fields of both mentoring and management. You are one 
of those ten experts. 
I would greatly appreciate the opportunity to meet you and conduct 
a one hour interview for use in my study, at a time and place convenient 
to you. 
In exchange for your time I will provide you with a transcript of 
our interview, and a summary of the study's results. 
I will call you the week of September 2, to arrange, if you are willing, 
a time to meet. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
i 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 
Division of Continuing Education 
University Library 
Amherst. MA 01003 
(413) 545-2414 
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August 28, 1985 
Dr. Kathy E. Kram 
School of Management 
Boston University 
Boston, MA 02215 
Dear Dr. Kram; 
Last Spring I was both excited and upset by the publishing of your book. 
Mentoring at Work. I loved the book yet was faced with the doctoral student's 
greatest nightmare; just as I complete the groundwork for my dissertation (liter¬ 
ature review, methodology, etc.) someone writes the definitive work on the subject. 
In this case you covered much more ground than I had intended, but included many 
of my potential topics. 
Having spent the last couple of years exploring the topic of mentoring, both 
as a doctoral student and a professional career counselor at the University of 
Massachusetts, I remained committed to completing a dissertation on the subject. 
Your section "Future Agenda" for research on mentoring provided helpful 
guidance. After much exploration, what has emerged is a study which examines 
the perceptions of experts in the field on the impact the trend towards partici¬ 
patory management might have on the way mentoring occurs in organizations. 
I have identified ten individuals who seem to be foremost authorities on the 
subject to interview, one of whom is you. 
I would greatly appreciate the opportunity to meet you and conduct a one hour 
interview for use in my study at a time and place of your convenience. 
In exchange for your time I will provide you with a transcript of our inter¬ 
view, and a summary of the study's results. 
I will call you the week of September 2, to arrange, if you are willing, a 
time to meet. Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
218 UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 
Division of Continuing Eaucation 
University Library 
Amnerst, MA 01003 
(413) 545-2414 
September 16, 1985 
Dr. William G. Ouchi 
Graduate School of Management 
University of California at Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, California 90024 
Dear Dr. Ouchi; 
I am writing to you in light of your international reputation as 
an expert in participatory management. I am conducting University 
sponsored research examining the phenomenon of mentoring as it occurs 
in the context of participatory management. This research project to 
be used in my doctoral dissertation in organization development, and 
in my work as a career development specialist at the University of 
Massachusetts includes the interviewing of the ten foremost experts 
in the country on relationships in the context of participatory 
management. Specifically, my research is exploring the perceptions of 
these ten experts on the way the trend towards participatory management 
might influence the way mentoring relationships occur. 
Your seminal work. Theory _Z presented significant insight on the 
role relationships play in organizations utilizing participatory designs. 
1 would greatly appreciate one hour of your time to further explore your 
perceptions on the impact of participation on mentoring. I consider your 
input an essential contribution to my research. 
In exchange for your time I will provide you with a transcript of 
our interview and a summary of the results of the study. 
Since I am on the East Coast logistics is a problem. However, I 
will be travelling to a conference in San Francisco in October and 
could arrange to be in Los Angeles between October 10 and 12. If 
possible I would very much like to meet with you for one hour during 
that time. 
I will call you the week of September 16 to see if you are willing 
to meet with me, and to arrange a time if possible. Thank you for your 
consideration. 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 
Division of Continuing Education 
University Library 
Amherst. MA 01003 
(413) 545-2414 
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September 16, 1985 
Dr. Edgar Schein 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Building E52, Room 583 
77 Mass. Ave. 
Cambridge, MA 02139 
Dear Dr. Schein; 
I am writing to you in light of your national reputation as an 
authority in organization and career development. I am currently en¬ 
gaged in university sponsored research at the University of Massachusetts, 
where I am conducting a study as part of my doctoral dissertation in 
organization development and my work as a career development specialist. 
The study involves the examination of the relationship between 
participatory management and mentoring relationships, specifically 
exploring the impact participatory designs might have on the way 
mentoring occurs. 
In searching out the ten foremost experts on the subject your name 
clearly emerges in the forefront. Your work on the relationship between 
individual and Interpersonal processes, and human resource systems, as 
outlined in Career Dynamics: Matching Individual and Organizational Meeds, 
makes a significant contribution to understanding the relationship 
between individual career development and the organizational context. 
Specifically, your discussion of the complexities of the mentoring process 
sheds great light on that somewhat illusive concept. 
I consider your input invaluable to the completion of my study and 
would greatly appreciate one hour of your time to interview you on the 
issues presented above. In exchange for your time I will provide you 
with a transcript of our interview and a summary of the results of the 
study. 
I will call you the week of September 23 to arrange, if you are 
willing, a time and place to meet convenient to you. Thank you for 
your consideration. 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 
Division of Continuing Education 
University Library 
Amherst. MA 01003 
(413) 545-2414 
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September 16, 1985 
Dr. Peter Senge 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Building E 40, Room 294 
77 Mass. Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02139 
Dear Dr. Senge; 
I am writing to you in light of your national reputation in the 
area of organizational transformation. I am cuurently engaged in 
university sponsored research at the University of Massachusetts, where 
I am conducting a study as part of my doctoral dissertation in organization 
development and my work as a career development specialist. 
The subject matter I am focusing on is the mentoring relationship, 
specifically, how mentoring relationships are effected by organizations 
in the process of transformation. Your work on social systems, in 
particular your writing on empowerment and alignment within an organization, 
is what initially led me to want to speak with you. 
The research I am engaged in involves the examination of the 
impact of the changing social system of an organization on the interpersonal 
relationships, specifically mentoring relationships in that organization. 
The study involves the interviewing of the ten foremost experts on 
relationships in the context of changing organizations, one of whom is 
you. I would very much appreciate one hour of ycur time to interview 
you at a time and place convenient to you. 
I will call you the week of September 23 to arrange, if you are 
willing, a time and place to meet. In exchange for your time I will 
provide you with a transcript of our interview and a summary of the 
results of the study. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Division of Continuing Education 
University Library 
Amherst, MA 01003 
(413) 545-2414 
AT AMHERST 
UNI\ ERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
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September 26, 1985 
Dr. Daniel J. Levinson 
Yale University 
School of Medicine, Department of Psychiatry 
34 Park Street 
New Haven, CT 06519 
Dear Dr. Levinson; 
I am writing to you in light of your international reputation as 
the foremost expert on adult development. I am currently engaaed in 
university sponsored research as part of my doctoral dissertation and 
my work as a career development specialist at the University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst. 
My work as the director of the Adult Career Transitions program at 
the university involves work with men and women struggling to reconcile 
their personal developmental needs with the organizational contexts 
available to them through work. 
Of considerable help to me in my work over the past five years 
has been your seminal work on adult development. Seasons of a_ Man's 
Life with its profound insight on the issue confronting adults in the 
process of transition.' 
The study I am engaged in revolves around the mentoring relationship, 
specifically examinina its impact within the context of the changing 
American workplace. The depth of understanding in your work on the 
nature of the mentoring relationship is such that I consider your input 
essential to the success of my research. 
I am interviewing ten experts in the field. Recently I conducted 
an interview with Kathy Kram for the study and she agreed it would be 
important for me to speak with you. She sends her regards. 
I would greatly appreciate one hour of your time to interview you 
on the above issues. In exchange for your time I will provide you with 
a transcript of our interview and a summary of the results of the study. 
I will call you in the next couple of weeks to arrange, if you are willing, 
a time to meet. Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Neil M. Yeager 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AMHERST 
Division of Continuing Education 
University Library 
Amherst, MA 01003 
(413) 545-2414 
November 20, 1985 
Dr. Harry Levinson 
The Levinson Institute 
375 Concord Avenue 
Belmont, MA 02178 
Dear Dr. Levinson; 
I am in the process of conducting university sponsored research 
as part of ray doctoral dissertation and my work as a career development 
specialist at the University of Massachusetts. 
My research is focused on the examination of expert perceptions 
on the ways managerial relationships are changing in light of changes 
in contemporary business organizations. I am approaching you because of 
your obvious interest in and depth of understanding of relationships at 
work as evidenced in your writing over the past 25 years. 
As I am sure you are aware there is currently a plethora of "pop" 
literature emerging that suggests quick strategies for develoDing 
managerial relationships. My research is attempting to cut through some 
of that and get at the heart of what developing mutually enhancing 
managerial relationships in contemporary organizations is all about. 
The focus of my work involves examination of the wav developmental 
relationships occur as seen by ten of the foremost experts on the subject 
in the country, one of whom is you. Your research and writing has 
consistently demonstrated your ability to see through the fads and sur¬ 
face trends and get to the core of an issue. For this reason I consider 
your input essential to my project. Other experts I have interviewed 
include Edgar Schein and Dan Levinson. 
I would greatly appreciate one hour of your time to conduct an 
interview on the above issues. In exchange for your time I will provide 
you with a transcript of our interview and a summary of the results of 
the study. I will call you the week of November 25 to arrange, if you 
are willing, a time to meet. Thank you for your consideration. 
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